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DISCOURSE 



1 TIMOTHY, ii. S. 

FOR THERE IS ONE GOD, AND ONE MEDIATOR BETWIXT GOD 
AND MEN, THE MAN CHRIST JESUS. 

I HAVE selected this passage from the Word of God, my 
Christian heaters, as a most appropriate caption to the 
discussion, which, as you are already notified, I am this 
morning to undertake. 

Language, embodying in so small a compass an expres- 
sion more full and unequivocal of the distinguishing features 
of that faith which I am called upon to rescue from attack, I 
conceive, could hardly be framed. It contains a most explicit 
summary of what we regard as the leading truths of the 
Gospel. It begins with a direct statement of the funda- 
mental principle of all lational religion, the existence and 
unity of the Supreme Being — " There is one God" It next 
takes up the fundamental articles of the Christian Revelation, 
by recognizing the distinct, personal unity, and peculiar 
office of Jesus Christ — " and one Mediator betwixt God and 
men" — and it closes by expressing, in the most direct terms, 
the subordinate nature of this Mediator — " the ma?b Christ 
Jesus." The entire declaration is clothed in terms the most 
positive and unqualified, and to an unsophisticated mind, it 
would seem scarcely possible to misconstrue what it so unam- 
biguously and decidedly affirms. We are, however, called 
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4 OBJECTIONS TO THE DOCTRINE 

upon to examine a doctrine strenuously advocated by a numer- 
ous body of our Christian brethren, which we believe to be 
repugnant to these great truths resting, to our view, with so 
much clearness upon the face of our text — a doctrine which 
we regard as subversive-of the proper unity of 'God, of the 
unity of the Mediator, and of the plainest and most general 
teachings of the sacred volume, concerning the true character 
of his nature and office. The doctrine is briefly this — ^that 
Jesus Christ is the self-existent, independ^t, infinite and 
supreme Qod, whilst at the same time, he is a created,!depend- 
ent, finite man. To this doctrine, we have many, and weighty, 
and, in our views, overwhelming, unanswerable objections— 
some of the most important of which we shall take the pre- 
sent opportunity for laying before you. As this Discourse is 
professedly a reply to a Sermon delivered a short time since 
in the First and Second Presbyterian Churches in this City, 
by the Rev. Daniel Baker, we will give a statement of the 
doctrine which he attempted to support, in his own words; 
and as we proceed to urge our several objections to it, we 
shall take care to place before you a fair representation of 
every argument which he has proposed in its defence. 

It may not be improper, however, before advancing farther, 
to caution you against wrongly laying to my charge the mani- 
festation of an unduly controversial spirit, or the exercise of 
any improper temper towards those whose opinions I oppose. 
Whilst the nature of my present subject will lead me to 
speak, with great freedom, and perhaps, occasionally, with 
some warmth, of the views and mode of reasoning of Mr. 
Baker and his Trinitarian brethren, let me hope to betray no 
feeling inconsistent with the broad and generous principles of 
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OF TWO NATURES IN CHRIST. 5 

Christian charity. In regard to the discourse which I am 
ahout to examine, it is the production of a gentleman highly 
distinguished in his profession, of one who enjoys a reputa- 
tion as a talented, ingenious, and successful preacher, vastly 
beyond that of any of his brethren in this quarter; and it 
forms no part of my plan to call in question either his talents 
or sincerity. In defence of an article of faith, which he pro- 
fesses to regard as "a doctrine of prime importance," as lying 
"at the foundation of the whole Christian system," and of 
" the most precious hopes of the believer," and as giving to 
tl^ Mediatorial character, "all its sweetness, and dignity, and 
excellence, and perfection," it was, indeed, to be expected that 
he should put forth his best powers; and no unwillingness on 
our part is felt to admitting, that the grounds he has assumtd 
are as ably occupied by him^ as they could have been by any 
other person. 

Whilst, therefore, we regard his Sermon as an entire failure, 
we do not attribute it lo any want of taknt in its author, but 
to the fact, that no abilities are equal to the task of sustaining, 
in the face of a fair scrutiny, a hypothesis radically erroneous. 
I beg you, then, to recollect, that I am contending against 
what I deem false opinions; not against the individuals who 
avow them. It is from no love of controversy, for controversy's 
own sake, that I have entered upon my present task ; but, as 
I trust, from a solemn sense of the duty,* which os a minister 
of Jesus Christ, I owe to the cause of Christian truth. Ha- 
ving premised these remarks, I will give you the author's 
statement of his doctrine. It is this, " That Jesus Christy as 
Mediator^ possesses two natures^he Divine and Humany in 
mysterious, yet all harmonious union" 
I* 
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6 OBJECTIONS TO THE DOCTRINfe 

To tliis doctrine, I object, m the first place, because it ap- 
pears to my mind as invoking an absui-dity. It supposes 
that in one and the same individual are united the most in- 
congruous properties and attributes. It supposes t hat our Lord 
Jesus Christ was at one and the same moment the Almighty 
Jehovah, and yet a feeble man, finite and yet infinite, omni- 
scient, and yet ignorant of many things. Such a compound 
of the most opposite and jarring properties seems to me to be 
not merely a " mysleriom union^^ but an utter impossibility in 
the nature of things, an absurdity of the grossest character. 
The supposition of a person of whom we could say, without 
the least limitation of terms, that he knew all things, and yet 
that there were many things which he did not know — ^that he 
was absolutely independent, and yet that of his "own self -he 
could do nothing," so far from being one of an " all harmO' 
nious unionj^ addresses itself to our conceptions as replete with 
the most revoking self-contradiction. Our author, however, 
appears to flatter himself, that in the union of soul and body 
in man, he has hit upon a parallel, which solves all this dif- 
ficulty, and renders the whole maUer quite clear and consistent. 

Let us pause a moment to inquire how far this attempt at a 
comparison answers his purpose. 

He demands, " How do we prove the union of soul and 
body in man ?" And answers, " In this very way: Speaking 
for example of this man, I say he has flesh, bones and blood, 
and is mortal. These are not the attributes of the soul, but 
' of the body, and prove — what ? Why, certainly, that this man 
has a body. Again, speaking of the very same individual, I 
aflirm that he has memorj'f will and understanding, and is 
immortal — an entirely new set of attributes I Now, these be- 
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OF TWO NATURES IN CHRIST. 7 

long not to the body, but to the soul, and prove — what ? Most 
unquestionably that this man has also a soul. T he connecting 
link between the soul and the body may be unseen. It mat- 
ters not. The fixcts are clear, and therefore the inference is 
irresistible. The vaka has both a soul and body, in mysterious 
yet all harmonious union." The author then goes on to " apply 
the very same principle of reasoning to the caso in hand." 
But what sort of an application is it 1 How does it go in any 
wise to relieve his system from the embarrassment which 
obviously hangs around it ? Must he not have perceived that 
the two cases are dissimilar in the very point where alone it 
is of any importance to him that they should agree? Is there 
any thing even apparently absurd in the union of mind and 
body ? Is there any thing, for instance, that approaches an 
inconsistency, a self-contradiction, in the idea that a man should 
have flesh, bones and blood, and at the same time be able to 
think, to understand, and to remember? Surely, there is 
nothing in all this at all nearer an inconsistency, than there is 
in the fact that the body itself is composed of different organs, 
capable of a variety of functions. It is plain to you all, that 
there is nothitig any more inharmonious, in saying that one 
and the same person has a body and also a soul, than there is 
in saying that he has a heart and also a liver, a head and also 
a hand, an arm and also a leg. Nor is there any thing to 
appear more inconsistent, in saying that his body must die, and 
yet that his soul will live after its separation from the body — 
that the one is mortal and the other immortal, than there is in 
saying that he may lose his left am), and yet, for years after- 
wards, retain his right one. You perceive, then, that there 
is nothing absurd in saying that a person has a body and a 
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O OBJECTIONS TO THE DOCTBINE 

soul ; that he is mortal as it relates to bis body, and immortal 
AS it relates to his soul. And why? Because, in asserting 
that he has also a soul, you assert nothing which contradicts 
your previous assertion, that he has a body. He may be said 
to have both soul and body, without implying any contradic- 
tion. But is the case the same when you say of our Saviour, 
that he is absolutely Omniscient; that he possessed an unde- 
rived knowledge of all things, and yet that there were many 
things which he did not know; that ho was absolutely Om- 
nipotent, possessing ETn underived po^ver to do all things, and 
yet that there were many things which he could not do, and 
that of his "own self he could do nothing?" Surely not. 
In the latter case, there is an inconsistency — a contradiction 
in terms as absurd, as it would be to say, in the literal use of 
words, that light is deplorably dark, or that heat is intensely 
cold. The difficulty in our author's doctrine does not lie in 
the number of natures which he attributes to Jesus; for, for 
aught we know, a being might be endowed not only with two, 
but with two hundred natures, and yet all of them might form, 
in one and the same person, a union as harmonious as do the 
numerous portions of the human body; but what we contend 
to be absurd in his system, is, that he attributes to one and the 
same person, attributes so incompatible with each other, that 
it implies a contradiction in terms, to say thai they exist together. 
And this difficulty, his attempt at a parallel in the union of 
body and soul in man, goes not one step to remove. In urg- 
ing an objection to the doctrine in question, on the ground of 
its intrinsic absurdity, let me not be so far misunderstood as to 
leave the impression, that I am setting up the dictates of my 
fallible understanding above the express declarations of the 
Sacred Scriptures. 
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OF TWO NATURS8 l» CHAIST. 9 

We maintain, as atrenaonsly aa do our Trinitarian brethren, 
that reason as we may, npon controyerted points of religious 
fiuth, the BiUe forms the only ultimate standard to which we 
must appeal; and that one unequivocal declaration of Holy 
Writ is worth more in deciding what we are to believe, than 
ail the uninspired arguments in the Universe. So &t as we 
have studied the Sacred Scriptures, it is true, we have found 
in them nothing that wars against our understandings. We 
have found things above the comprehension of our finite rea* 
son, but we have noticed nothing in opposition to it The 
Gtospel we regard as the perfection of reason. But if in the 
course of our researches, we should meet with full and express 
teachings in support of views which throw difficulties m the 
way of our understandings, relying as we do with the most 
implicit confidence upon the Divine authority of the Sacred 
Writings, we should certainly feel bound to believe the une- 
quivocal declarations of God, rather than to listen to any 
opposing suggestions of our frail intellects. 

In such a case, we should unhesitatingly say — This, it is 
positively affirmed on the authority of Heaven, is a solemn 
truth. In the present imperfect state of our faculties, we are 
not able thoroughly to comprehend its propriety; but we will 
regard the difficulty that perplexes our undei-standings, as re. 
suiting not from any real inconsistency in what is declared, 
but from the feebleness of our perceptions, sooner than dare 
to question the truth of that which, in terms that admit of no 
misconstruction, is positively revealed in God's woixl. In 
respect to the doctrine of the "two natures," we are entirely 
willing to take the same grounds of reasoiiing. I have in* 
deed said, that to my mind it appears as involving an absurdity 
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10 OBJECTIONS TO THE DOCTRINE 

— but I am willing to admit, that this, of itself, is not a suffi- 
cient reason with me for rejecting it. I am ready to allow, 
that what to me is " seeming discord," may be " harmony 
not understood," and that the objection which I have urged on 
the ground of its apparent inconsistency, although, when as^ 
sociated with the other objections which I have to offer, it is 
possessed of great force, yet standing alone by itself, would 
avail nothing, were it opposed by the plain and current teach- 
ings of the Bible. 

I would only say, then, in this connexion, that in proportion 
as a doctrine would be likely to embarrass our understandings, 
in that proportion, if it were an important truth of revelation, 
we should naturally expect it to be set forth and insisted upon 
in terms the least liable to be misunderstood. It is plain that 
a truth clearly in harmony with the common sense of man- 
kind, would not require to be so strongly and repeatedly 
expressed and urged upon us, as one which the most natural 
impulses of our faculties would incline us to view with ex- 
treme hesitation and perplexity. I come, then, to the Bible 
for instruction, as an honest inquirer for Divine truth, without 
one possible motive to wish to be deceived, or to mislead others, 
and with every possible interest, both as it regards the policy 
of this World, and the happiness of the next, to embrace and 
teach Trinitarian doctrines, if they are true : I come to the 
Sacred Records, without one doubt that they are a revelation 
from Heaven, and a perfect rule of Christian faith ; I come 
to them, deeply sensible of my extreme fallibility, and prayer- 
fully leaning, as I trust, upon the gracious aid of my Maker — 
and I ask if there is one text in which the doctrine in question 
13 directly stated 1 I find not one. 
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OP TWO NATURES IN CHRIST. 11 

I object, then, secondly, to the doctrine, " That Jems Christ, 
as Mediator, possesses tioo natures, the Divine and Human, 
in mysterious, yet all harmonious union^^ that in the Sacred 
Volume it is no where stated. Neither our author nor any 
Trinitarian writer pretends that such a statement is to be found. 
Not a solitary passage can be adduced, in which it Is asserted 
that Jesus is possessed of two natures, the one Divine, the 
other Human. No declaration is recorded, that he said one 
thing of his Human nature, and another of his Divine — that 
he said or did this as a God, and that as a man. The advo- 
cates of the two-fold nature in Jesus, are obliged to go out of 
the Bible to find expressions in which to clothe their doctrine. 
No language within it will suit their purpose, to give it a 
definite form. » And, my candid hearers, is not this an over- 
whelming objection to the doctrine itself, that the very, terms 
necessary to give it shape are not to be met with in the Bible, 
but that its advocates are compelled to be continually framing 
expressions of their own to give it any thing like a distinct 
and conceivable shape? Is it not a most amazing fact, that 
this doctrine, so immensely important, as it is represented to 
be, lying, as our author says, " at the foundation of the whole 
Christian system," and of " the most precious hopes of the 
believer" — ^1 askj is it not a most amazing fact, that a doctrine 
so fundamentally important, and yet so confessedly mysterious, 
in a book so large, and so explicit on many other subjects of 
much inferior moment, as the Bible, should not have been 
even owcg directly stated? 

What, then, are the grounds on which our faith in this 
" mysterious unionj^ is so imperiously demanded ? Are they 
any thing other than the mere suppositions, the naked as- 
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12 OBJECTIONS TO THE IXOCTRINE 

sumptions of such men as Mr. Baker and hii^ brethren; men 
uninspired, and as liable to err in their opinions as ourselves 
Tbey suppose it to be true; they assume it to be true; they 
infer it to be true; they assert it to be true ; but they are un- 
able to bring forward from the Inspired Writings, even one 
text which states it. 

Our author rests its whole weight upon a solitary inference, 
which he esteems as necessarily drawn from certain apparently 
conflicting affirmations in regard to our Saviour. Now, we 
deny the propriety of any such inference. 

I object, therefore, thirdly, to the doctrine in question, that 
it is not only a supposition^ an assumption^ but one which is 
not necessarily implied by any representations in the Sacred 
Volume ; that it is unnecessary for any good and valuable 
purpose; that it is unnecessary to the harmony of the Scrip- 
tures; that it even renders them vastly more difficult and 
confused ; that it is unnecessary to any part of Christ's me* 
diatorial work; unnecessary to give merit to his obedience, 
efficacy to his sufferings, or authority to his teachings. If 
the doctrine is unnecessary to all of these purposes, our author 
is defeated in the only argument which he attempts to press 
into its service ; the only grounds on which it is ever attempted 
to be supported are destroyed, and it must sink from respect, 
" like the baseless fabric of a vision." Let us then take a fair 
view of the whole train of our author's reasoning on this 
point. He says, " In this Volume, certain things are affirmed 
of Jesus Christ, which can be affirmed only of the human 
nature; and again, in the same Volume, certain things are 
affirmed of Jesus Christ which can be affirmed only of the 
divine nature." Hence, he concludes, " that Jesus Christdoes 
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possess a human and divine nature, in mysterious, yet all 
harmonious union." 

Now, that many things are affirmed of Jesus Christ which 
could not possibly be affirmed of the self-existent God, is cer- 
tain ; ani that many things are affirmed of Him which could 
not be affirmed of a being who was not vastly elevated above 
the ordinary level of humanity, is equally certain ; but that 
any thing in the Sacred Volume is affirmed of Jesus Christ 
which could not be affirmed of a being inferior to the Father, 
yet " chosen," " appointed," " sanctified," and " sent" by Him, 
remains to be proven. 

It is my purpose to place fairly before you, every text ad- 
duced by our author in proof of the Deity of Jesus; and when 
we shall'have passed through a critical survey of them, you 
may, perhaps, be better able to judge v^^hether the supposition 
of the "two natures" is necessarily implied by the Sacred 
Scriptures, or whether it is at all essential to render them con- 
sistent with themselves. For my own part, I can conceive of 
no such necessity. That there are a few obscure and insula- 
ted texts, which, to a mind thoroughly biassed by all of its 
earliest, and, therefore, most deeply-rooted associations and 
prejudices, in favor of the Trinity, would seem to give coun- 
tenance to that hypothesis, [ am ready to admit. But that 
these texts all admit of a satisfactory interpretation, without, 
implying that doctrine, I most firmly believe. That the most 
plain and explicit declarations of Sacred Writ are all in favor 
of the personal unity and supremacy of the Father, and of 
the consequent subordinacy of the Son, and that the general 
strain of Scripture is wholly inconsistent with the doctrine 
that there is any other Supreme God than the Father, are to 
2 
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me the most manifest truths. In a future division of this dis- 
course, it is my purpose to place before you some part of the 
eviJefice on these points, which to my mind is so entirely 
convincing. For the present, let me remark, that in inter^jret- 
ing a book, the general scope and bearing of the writer's 
expressions should always be kept in view. 

If, for instance, in perusing a work, you should find certain 
Tiews thoroughly inculcated, holding a prominent place, ex« 
pressed in a variety of ways, and repeated in numerous con- 
nexions, and all to the same purpose ; if you should find them 
stated in the most unambiguous terms, and insisted on with 
great earnestness, why, you would at once receive these as 
the leading opinions and sentiments which ihe author intended 
to convey; and if in the same work you should chance to 
light upon a few expressions of doubtful import, capable in- 
deed of difierent constructions, but which, if construed in one 
way, would be plainly at war with the unembarrassed and 
current teachings of the book, and if construtd in another 
way, of which they admitted, would be plainly in harmony 
with the general tenor of the work, why, of course, you 
would not hesitate in deciding which mode of construing them 
you ought to pursue. In such a case you would feel that 
you were doing the author great injustice to reject an inter- 
pretation which would render his book consistent, and to 
adopt one which would involve it in mystery, contradiction 
and jargon. Now we would apply the same principles for 
the interpreting of the Sacred Volume. What is plainly 
rational and consistent, explicitly stated and often repeated| 
ought not to be sacrificed to what is apparently ab8urd,or more 
doubtfully or rarely expressed. The obscure passages, rotMt 
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unquestionably, should be interpreted so as to conform as much 
as possible, to those that are clear and explicit; the meaning 
of the few should bend to that of the many. These rules of 
interpretation, I am persuaded, our Trinitarian brethren will 
adroit to be correct ones ; f jr, in many cast s, ihey are com- 
pelled to make use of them, themselves. For instance, they 
believe that God is a Spirit — devoid of all bodily form. ThiS} 
they hold to be a leading truth of the Bible. When, there- 
fore, they meet with passages which, if understood in their 
literal sense, would invest him with corporeal members, with 
hanJs, eyes, nostrils, &c., they do not hesitate to understand 
them in a figurative sense, in such a sense as renders them in 
agreement with the most plain and frequent teachings con- 
cerning him. In like manner, when our Lord declares of 
the bread and wine u§ed at bis Supper, ^ this is my body 
and this is my blood," our orthodox brethren do not infer from 
it the doctrine of Transubstantiatson. Though this is a posir 
tive assertion, they do not understand it U> mean that ths 
elemfiots of bread and wine used at t^he Communion, are ac- 
tually converted into the real body that died, and the material 
blood that was shed on the Cross of Mount Calvary. And so 
a great number of ciiatioas might be introduced to shaw the 
necessity of a constant exercise of our discriminating powen 
in giving to ttbe ScriptwreSi a rational and ccNasistent interpM* 
tatioQ. Having thus exhibited wha^, I presume, wiU he 
allowed oa all bands., to be fair rules fo( arriving at the senae 
of the Sacred Volume, I proceed to express my coovictioa, 
Ihafc a coQftidevate and jndtcioua use of these rules will enable 
08 to reconeiW the varioua affirmations itcootaioa, in vefetion 
to ouf SaTianr^ mkh Hhe express and kadiog^ inHh^ lihait 
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" there is one God and one Mediator betwixt God and men, 
the Man Christ Jesus " without the aid of the strange mppo- 
sition that Jesus was in one nature the Supreme God, and in 
another a finite man. 

Let us now enter into a candid examination of each sepa- 
rate text to which our author has referred in proof of the 
underived Supreme Divinity of our Lord. His first argu- 
ment is, that the subH nest attributes of Divinity are ascribed 
to Jesus. 1st, Eternity — in proof of which he cites Micah, 
V. 2. " Whose goings forth have been from oM — from ever- 
lasting." Now is it possrbie that Mr. Baker can suppose 
that the Prophet was here speaking of a person whom he 
regarded as the uncreated, self-existent God? Let him turn 
to the connexion in which this passage stands, and he will 
find that he was alluding to one whom he unqualifiedly calls 
^'this man;^* that he says of him, that he ''is to be a Ruler 
in Israel;" that "the remnant of his brethren shall return 
unto the children of Israel ;" that " he shall stand and feed 
in the strength of the Lord, in the majesty of the name of the 
Lord his God." Can it be supposed that the inspired Prophet 
would speak of a being whom he viewed as in any natore the 
Eternal Jehovah, as a man, who had brethren, and who stood 
not in his own underived strength, nor in the majesty of his 
own name, but in the strength of another, and in the majesty 
of the name of the Lord his God 9 Has the everlasting, 
independent God a Lord, whom he can call his God, audUia 
whose strength and name he can be said to stand ? Assur* 
ediy, not How then oould it be said of this dependent man^ 
that his goings forth have been from old— *from everlasting ? 
Why, every careful reader of the Bible must be aware, that 
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dveats foreordained in the everlasting counsels of Qod, are 
often spoken of as having actually taken place long before 
their literal accomplishment. Thus, in Rev. xiii. 8, Jesus is 
caiied *^a lamb slain before the foundation of the World.*' 
Now, our author will not contend that Jesus was actually 
slain before he was born ; but he might do this, it appears to 
me, with as mjch propriety as to urge that the man spoken 
of by the Prophet actually went forth before he was created 
a man? How then was Jesus said to be '* a Iamb slain before 
the foundation of the World ?" Why, the event of his death 
was predetermined in the eternal couns^ of Heaven ; and 
thus, in the sure purposes of God, with whom the future an4 
the past "are one eternal now," he was regarded as "a lam(> 
slain before the foundation of the World." In precisely the 
same sense, it might be said by Micah,'that his "goings forth 
have been from old— i-from everlasting." They existed in the 
everlasting purposes of God, and from old had been an- 
nounced by the ancient Prophets. Thus Peter says of Christ, 
1 Pet. i. 20: " Who verily was foreordained before thefoun« 
dation of the World, but was manifest in these last times." 
Our author, then, has not satisfied us of theeternity of Jesus. 
The next attribute which he ascribes to him. is Immutability ; 
in proof of which he cites Heb. xiii. 8. '* Jesus Christ, the 
same yesterday, to-day, and forever." This text expresses the 
constfincy of Jesis. We are all ready to admit that he is in- 
flexible in his gooJness, an J unwavering in the fulfilment of 
all the duties which devolve upon the high office with which 
he is invested, and that he will exist forever the faithful ser- , 
vtnt of Gjd, and the immutable friend of man. 0:her men, 
however piju^, are inconstant in the ardor of their love to 
2» 
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Ibeir Heavenly Father, in their resignation to bis will, and 
in their obedience to bis commands; but the piety of Jesus is 
£)rev8r the same, glomng with a fervor that no vicissitudes 
ate able to cool. Other good men have their fouhs— Jesus 
is unchangeably stnlesa Other kind, zealous and wise men 
sometimes suffer their benevolence to relax, their zeal to iaittt 
and their understandings to be betrayed into weakness and 
folly. Jesus exhibited a spirit of beneficence, which no ma* 
levolence from others had power to cUill — a zeal, which no 
difficulties or toils could tire, and a wisdom always bright 
with the illuminatipns of truth. As the dutiful son of God, 
as the purest pattern of virtue, and as the unfailing friend and 
Saviour of our race, Jesus Christ is unchangeably the same, 
yesterday, to-day, and forever — and in this respect, he is a 
ray of the Father's brightness, and the express image of H%$ 
perfections, " who is without variablene^ or even the shadow 
of turning." 

All this we rejoice to believe. But to say of a person 
whose life was full of vicissitude, whom we now find a wail- 
ing infant, of whom it is said, that he grew in favor both with 
God and man, whom we now find hungering and thirsting, 
now sorrowing and weeping, now tempted of an Evil Spirit, 
now praying to his God, now bleeding and dying, and finally 
surrendering up bis mediatorial kingdom to God, even the 
Father — ^to say of such a person, that he is the Immutable 
God, is what we feel that neither the history of bis life, nor 
any declaration of Scripture, can possibly be produced to 
^ justify. 

We pass on to a third attribute, Omnipresence — in proof of 
which, our author cites the following declaration of our Lord, 
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^ Where two or three are gathered together io my name^ 
there am I io the midst of them." Mr. Baker then triumph" 
pudy aakS) '^Can he he, if he be Dot Omaipreseat?" But 
ean it be poeeible that he ia ia earnest in this demand? Can 
he conceive of no sense in which a person at a distance may 
be said to be present with his friends? Does he think that 
die Apostle Paul claimed the attribute of omnipresence, whea 
personally separated from his Ck)rinthian brethren, he writes 
to them, ^^ For I, verily as absent in body, but present in spirit 
have judged already as though 1 were present?" And does 
be not believe, that ef en the Arch Fiend is endued with a 
capacky to be present with his numerous servants, scattered 
as they are over the whole face of the Globe? Must not 
this being, according to orthodox views, be constantly present, 
in offering instigations to evil, with persons in Asia, Africa, 
Europe and America? And if they believe that this Spirit 
of Evil is entrusted with so vast and fearful a capacky, can 
they not conceive that Jestis Christ, though not the Omnipre' 
serU God, may nevertheless be invested by his Father wkh a 
power. to be spiritually present with his humble followers, 
wherever they are assembled in his name ? For our part, we 
confess, that we see no difficuUy whatever in the case. In 
this promise of our Saviour, we discover not the shadovv of a 
proof to give countenance to the doctriue that he is absolutely 
Omnipresent; but we rejoice to be assured, that our blessed 
Master, though absent from us in body, is yet present in spirit 
with every one of his sincere disciples. His example is ever 
before them as the most splendid pattern of the height of ex- 
cellence to which our nature may and ought to attain. His 
counsels, his exhortations, his warnings, and his promises, are 
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in their ears, whenever they hear his Gospel, and in their 
hearts, whenever they receive bis truth in the love of it, and 
in their lives, whenever they conduct themselves in conformity 
to his commands. Thus, Jesus, in the energy of his truth, 
and in all the benign influences which are connected with his 
mission, is spiritually present, and **tothe end of the world" 
will be present, with all who believe in him as their Lord, 
receive him as their Teacher and Guide. and gather themselves 
together, though in the smallest associations, to worship the 
Father, in his name. In all this, we find nothing to perplex 
our understandings, or to embarrass fcbe current testimony of 
Scripture. But when we read of Jesus, in language evi- 
dently used in its most literal sense, that ^* he went about," 
that he came down from^ at.d returned to his Father, that he 
was sent^ that he ascended and descended^ that God raised him 
from the dead, and many other things of like bearing, we 
cannot, for one moment, suppose that he was that Infinite 
Jehovah who eternally fills all space with his presence. 

The last attribute which our author ascr4bes to Jesus is 
Omniscience, In proof, he quotes Col. ii. 3: In Him "are 
hid all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge." But why, 
when he quoted this passage, did he fail to give even the 
filigbtest intimation of the frequent necessity, which, in the 
Sacred Scriptures, as well as in other writings, and in ordi- 
nary conversation, is imposed upon us, of restraining the 
sense of such general and indefinite expressions? Did he 
not recollect that Paul in Romans xv. 14, wrote to his brethren 
that he was persuaded they were filled with all knowledge^ 
and to his Corinthian brethren, 1 Cor. i. 4, 5, that God by 
Jesus Christ had enriched them in all knowledge? And 
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would he thence infer that the Apostle intended torepreseot 
that thc^e persons were Omniscient Gods ? Surely not. No 
more do we infer from a like expression that our Divine 
Master was the Omniscient Jehovah, especially since he has 
disclaimed the possession of such an attribute in the most 
unequivocal terms. He says, "Of that day and that hour 
knoweth no man, no, not the Angels which are in Heaven, 
neither the Son, but the Father." Now, it must be plain, 
that, if there is any event which the Son does not know, he 
cannot be the Omniscient God. Much other testimony of 
his own uttering might be adduced to the same purpose; but 
we hasten to notice the following declaration of our author: 
''The fact, that Jesus Christ is the final Judge, might set the 
matter of his Omniscience at rest forever." " All,'^ he pro- 
ceeds to say, "must stand before the Judgment Seat of Christ." 
" Now, that he may pronounce a righteous sentence, he must, 
of course, be acquainted with every individual in that vast 
assembly, with every thought, word and action of every indi- 
vidual. Nay, he must know, most perfectly, all the light 
which they enjoyed, all the privileges which they possessed, 
and all the motives which influenced their conduct ; in short, 
he must be Omniscient" 

Now, what Jesi]S " must he" in order to the fulfilment of the 
several ofiices with which the Father has clothed him, we 
ehoose to submit to his own unqualified declarations, rather 
than to the assertion of Mr. Baker. Much as we may respect 
his abilities, we hope we shall give no ofifence by taking the 
liberty to regard him as less competent to deckle on this point 
than our blessed Lord. We have already shewn, that there 
weie things of which he professtd hinuMslf utterly igporant) 
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that there was a day and an hour of which he iaiew nothing; 
and we proceed to show, that in the office of Judge, he utterly 
disclaims any inherent qualifications in himself, or any unde^ 
rived authority for the execution of that high trust. He says 
expressly, " 1 can of mine own self do nothing ; as I hear, 
I jiidge.^^ He says, moreover, John v. 22, *• for the Father 
hath committed all judgment unto the Son;^' again, "and 
hath given him authority to execute judgment also, because 
he is the Son of man." In like manner, an inspired Apostle 
declares, "it was he which was ordained of God to be the 
judge of the quick and dead :" Acts x. 42. 

In view of this plain testimony, let me seriously ask, how is 
it possible to suppose that Jesus claimed to be the Omniscient 
God ? Could th^ Eternal Jehovah affirm, " Of mine own self 
I can do nothing ; as I hear, I judge ?" 

If Jesus were God, must he not have possessed from all 
eternity an tmderived knowledge of all events, and an undc' 
rived authority and power ? How then could it be truly said, 
in respect of him, that the Father hath committed all judg* 
ment unto the Son, and that he " hath given him authority," 
and that '' he was ordained of God to be the Judge?" How 
could the Son, if he were really the Supreme God, possessing 
ail authority,, judgment, dominion and power, absolutely and 
independently from all eternity, have judgment committed to 
him, authority given to him, and be ordained of (tod? Is it 
BOt plain that Jesus derived all his qualificaiioiis for the office 
of Judge from the Father, not because he was the OmniacistU 
God, but because he was the Son of man, ueeimgio be quali- 
fied, by the Omniseient God, to execute judgment? Aod 
bow dare Mr. Baker, or any other fallible roan, take it upon 
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himself to qaestion the power of Almighty Qod, to imrest a 
being inferior to himself with every capacity necessary to ren* 
der him equal ^to any office which he may please to assign 
hnn? He speaks, indeed, as if there would be great danger 
of an unjust sentence, if the Judge Were not himself the Om* 
niscient God. But what reason has he to suppose that the 
Infinite Spirit may not be so present in every caae with the 
appointed agent of judgment, as to secure as just and in&Uible 
a decision as the Almighty himself, without the instrument- 
ality of this agent, could possibly give ? It manifestly seems 
to be the Creator's plan, to carry on the general administration 
of his Universe by appointed ministers of bis will. He uni- 
formly appears to act through the agency of second causes; 
and all these causes, whether spiritual or material, are ever 
found adequate to the several purposes to which he has 
ordained them. Why, then, should it seem incredible to us, 
that in harmony with this his general plan, he should elect, 
raise up, sanctify and send forth, one minister of his will, 
higher in dignity, vastly more elevated in intelligence, and 
more exalted in power than all other created beings, than all 
the Newtons of earth, and even than the most magnificent 
Arch-Angels in Heaven — that to him all power in Heaven 
and in earth, necessary to the fulfilment of every duty assigned 
him, should bf given, that it should " please the Father that 
in him all fullness should dwell," and that through him im- 
partial justice should be rendered to the whole family of man ? 
I ask, what is there incredible in all this? Such are pre- 
cisely our views of the nature, dignity and glory of Jesus 
Christ; and we do not see any thing in them to shock our 
reason, or to shed obscurity and confusion upon revelation; 
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but we do see in them every thing to comport with what we 
can discover in the general system of the Divine arrange* 
ments and government ; and every thing to harmonize with 
the express and most common teachings of Holy Writ ; and 
every thing to fill us with awe and admiration and love, in 
view of the wisdom, and harmony and grandeur that are 
exhibited in the great scheme of Gospel Salvation, and that 
pervade the entire Universe of God. 

We have now passed through the entire evidence which our 
author has attempted to bring forward in proof of the Supreme 
Divinity of Jesus from the attributes ascribed to him, and if 
we know any thing of Scripture or common sense, never have 
we found on the part of a writer, a more complete failure in 
respect to every position he has taken. 

We come next to his second species of proof, which is that 
the SuBLiMEST Works of Divinity are ascribed to Christ. 

These works, as laid down by him, are the four following: 
Creation, Preservation^ Resurrection and Judgment; in 
respect to each of which, he inquires if it is not the work of 
God ; and then ^oes on to show that Christ was actually em- 
ployed in it. That these are all works of God, we admit, 
and that Christ is represented as being employed in each of 
them, we also admit. But the question to be decided is, is he 
employed in them as the Supreme God, doing these works 
" of his own self" in the exercise of his oion underived 
power, or, is he epiployed in them as an agent "appointed" 
by the Supreme God, and acting in virtue of delegated au- 
thority and power? 

Solomon is said to have btrik the Temple ; the workmen 
whom he employed also built the Temple. The building of 
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the Temple then was the work of Solomon, and the building; 
of the same Temple was also the work of the artificers whom 
he employed, bat we do not theace infer that these artificers 
were King Solomon. So, although the several works-spoken 
of by our author are the works of God, and although Christ 
is employed in the same works, yet if it can be shown that 
he was employed in them as an inferior agent, by virtue of a 
commission granted him, and in the exercise of power given 
to him, it will not follow that Christ was Grod. Now let us 
submit this matter to the most unequivocal and frequent affirm- 
ations of the written Word. It may be proper to remark 
that in regard to those passages which represent Christ as 
being' engaged in the works of Creation and Preservation, it 
is the opinion of many distinguished Theologians, that they 
refer to the new Spiritual Creation which was to be formed 
and perpetuated through the influences of the religion which 
he established ; and not to the formation and upholding of 
the world of matter. They contend, that *^ by him were all 
things createdj" and " by him all things consist" which relate 
to his Mediatorial Kingdom merely^ he being '' Head over 
all things to the Church." 

But, whether they are correct or not in these opinions, does 
not in the least affect the decision of the question now before 
us. It matters not whether our Lord is engaged in the works 
of creating and upholding the material, or merely the moral 
world. The only point which in this connexion demands our 
attention, is, does he create and uphold as the Eternal God, or 
only as a qualified instrument of the Divine Power? In re- 
ference to this, hear his own express declarations: " I can of 
mine own self do nothing." John v. 30. And again, John 
3 
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T. 19, 90, '* The Sen cm do nothiDg of himself hnl what ht 
teeth the Father do." '' The Pother loveth the Son, and 
•heweth hkn all things that hkneelf doeth." And again, John 
T. 26, 27, "^ The Father hoik given to the Son anthonty.^ 
Again, Mat. xxTiii. 18, " All power is givei^ onto me." 
Such is the explicit testimony of Jesos himself Much more 
of a like character might be added; but more is not needed. 
Comment upon these texts seems to be superjfluoo& Tbey 
roost obviously show, that whatever Christ perforos, is in con- 
sequence not of his own underived power, but by authority 
and power delegated to him as the highest Agent of the 
Deity, So, in regard to the Resurrection — God is the aonree 
whence the power of raising the dead emanates ; and Jesufr 
the appointed instrument by whom this power is put in exer- 
cise. I'hus it is written, *' As the Father hath life in himself," 
or the power of communicating life, <' so hath he given to the 
Son to have life in himself," or the power of communicating . 
life. John v. 26. In agreement with this is John vi. 57, 
" As the living Father hatk sent me, and Hive by the Father; 
so he that eateth me " or lives spiritually upon my precepts, 
upon "the words that I speak" — " even he shall live by meP 
And so in regard to the work of Judgment — God is the ori- 
ginal source whence all judgment is derived — Christ is the 
^< chosen" instrument through whom it is executed. Thus 
Paul say^s. Acts xvii. 31, "God will judge the world in 
righteousness, by that man whom he hath ordained." And 
again, Romans ii. 16, " In the day when God shall judge the 
secrets of men by Jesus Christ." 

Such is our explanation of the Sublime Works attributed 
to Jesus. 
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Our author's third argument is, that ^the Sublimbst 
Honors of Divinuy are given to Christ." He says, ''Hear 
the dying address of the martyred Stephen." " Lord Jesus^ 
receive my spirit" In this case a special miracle was per« 
formed, for the encouragement of this first Christian martyr. 
It is recorded, that " he looked up steadfastly into Heaven, 
and saw Jesus/' not as the Supreme God, hut "standing on 
the right harjd of God." With such a view presented to 
him, it was the most natural thing in the World that he should 
commend his departing spirit to that blessed Saviour, whom 
he knew to be the appmnted " way" of salvatioo ; '' the way, 
the truth and the life." Knowing, as he did know, that " no 
man can come to the Father but by him" and recognizing 
him as a &ithful intercessor for sinners, '' at the right hand of 
^God," nothing could be more prudent and appropriate than 
this dying request of the suffering martyr. But if the offer* 
ing this petition were really an act of worshipping Jesus as 
the Supreme God, then we may be supposed to pay supreme 
adoration to every one of our friends of whom we ask a favor. 
Stephen, in this act, did no more than every Unitarian Chris- 
tian might think it proper to do under like circumstances. 
But it is one thing to offer a petition to Jesus, as one '' standing 
on the right hand of God;" as the appointed medium of 
acceptance with the Father; and it is quite another thing to 
adore him as the Supreme Divinity. 

Our author next adduces the form of Baptism. " Bapti* 
zing them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of 
the Holy Ghost." 

Here, it is true, the name of the Son is associated with that 
of the Father. Hence, the Deity of the Son is inferred, as 



y Google 



28 OBJECTIONS TO THE DOCTRINE 

well as from a very common supposition that baptism is an 
act of devotion which implies that the person in whose name 
it is performed must be God. But the circumstance that the 
name of the Son is connected in a sentence with that of the 
Father, no more proves that the Son is really God. than the 
fact that the ancient Israelites were commanded to " believe 
the Lord God" and " his Prophets," proves that these Proph- 
ets were worthy of the same adoration with God. Nor does 
the circumstance of being baptized in the name of a person, 
prove that person to be God. The ancient ceremony of bap- 
tism in the name of a person, was only a rite implying the 
acknowledgment of that person as an mstructor or guide, 
sometimes, also, implying connection with a sect or party. 
Accordingly, we are informed, that the Samaritans baptized 
their proselytes in the name of Mount Gerisim, to distingucsh 
their Sect who worshipped in the Temple on that mount, 
from the Jews who worshipped on Mount Zion. But who 
would thence infer that these Samaritans regarded this moun- 
tain as the Supreme God? Paul informs us, also, that tiie 
ancient Israelites ^^ were all baptized unto Moses in the cloud, 
and in the sea," but he did not thence infer that Moses was 
God. All that we understand, then, as being implied in the 
formula of baptism, is a solemn dedication of the person 
receiving the rite, in the name of the Father, as the supreme 
object of adoration and love; in the name of the Son, as that 
"Teacher come from God," "sanctified," and "sent," in ac- 
cordance with whose religious instructions he pledges himself 
to worship and, live; and in the name of the Holy Spirit, in 
token of those purifymg spiritual influences which are shed 
forth upon the hearts of all true Christian believers, and of 
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whose eleansifig virtue, indeed, water baptism is an e^pro^* 
siVe figure. We see oothiDg theu in this text to prove that 
Jesus is the Siqpreme Grod. The next passage cited, is 
'< Worthy is the Lamb that was slain, to receive power, and 
riches, and honor, and glory^ and blessing." 

But, what bearing has this text in &vor of our author's 
doctrine ? It does not say, " Worthy . is the Eternal God 
that was slain^ to receive," &c. In e,very ascrij^ion of praise 
which is given to Jesus as "the Jjomb that was slain" we 
are as ready* eordially to unite as is Mr. Baker^ or any of his 
brethren. 

We cannot, it is true, admit that the Infinite God was ever 
slain, or that he could be called "the First Begotten from the 
dead," or be said to be exalted, and to have a name given him 
by another. But, wiiilst we cannot admit this, we neverthe- 
less believe of J&sus, that "God hath highly exalted him, and 
given him a name which is above every name" — and we re- 
joice in rendering to him, as " the Faithful Witness, and the 
First Begotten of the dead, and the Prince of the Kings of 
the Earth," ascriptions " of power, and riches, and honor, and 
glory, and blessing." 

Our author goes on to state, that " no good man nor good 
Angel ever consented to receive Divine honors;" but that 
" the Lord Jesus appeared to John in the Isle of Patmos. 
And John fell down at his feet." He then asks, " Did the 
Lord Jesus give any charge against worshipping him? How 
different 1 he laid his right hand upon him, saying, ' Fear 
not, I am the first and the last; I am he that liveth and was 
dead, and behold I am alive forever more. Amen. ^Aid 
have the keys of hell and of death 1" Now, it is evidently 
3* 
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Mr. Baker's object to give the impression, that John fell down 
to worship Jesus as the Supreme God, and that Jesus encour- 
aged him in so doing. " How different" is the bearing of all 
this representation, from that of the simple facts as they are 
recorded in the first chapter of Revelations, from which the 
passage is quoted I By turning to it, you will find that a 
remarkable vision appeared to John, of " one like unto the 
Son of man ;" and, it seems, threw him into such amazement 
and agitatiou, that he was unable longer to stand erect, but fell 
down as dead before the astonishing figure. Hear his own 
words, 17th verse: "And when I saw him, I fell at his feet 
<is deady 

The person appearing to him, laid his right hand upon 
him, exhorting him not to be afraid. " Fear not; I am the 
first and the last," (i. e. of the Mediatorial Kingdom, or, as the 
Apostle has it, the " Author and Finisher of our Faith ") " I 
am he that liveth and was dead, &c. You perceive that there 
is not the slightest intimation in all this, that John attempted 
to worship Jesus ; but merely that, in his fit of sudden amaze- 
ment, he fell at his feet as dead ; instead of being in a proper 
state to render him Divine homage. 

" Now, i challenge contradiction, when I affirm, that not 
even a solitary command can be found in the New Testament 
to worship Jesus as the Supreme God, and that not a single in- 
stance can be pointed out, where any of the Apostles or their 
converts so worshipped him : but, it seems to me, that there 
is almost every thing in the whole history of primitive Chris- 
tianity to discountenance the supposition, that Jesus ever 
claimed to be, or that he was regarded, by his followers, as 
that Eternal Being to whom supreme worship is due. Mr. 
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Baker will not deny, that the word worship, as used among 
the Jews, signified not solely the reverence and adoration 
which belong to God alone, but also that respect which was 
frequently offered to men. Several examples might be ad- 
duced from the Sacred Writings, which show that the word 
was so employed. Thus, on a certain occasion, a whole con- 
gregation worshipped King David. 1 Chron. xxix. 20: 
" And all the congregation blessed the Lord God of their 
fathers, and bowed down and worshipped the Lord, and the 
King." In this act, they paid religious worship to the Lord, 
and civil homage to " the Lord's Anointed," the King. 

So, " the King Nebuchadnezzar fell upon his face, and 
worshipped Daniel, and commanded that they should ofier 
an oblation, and sweet odors unto him." Dan. ii. 46. In 
all this, Nebuchadnezzar did nothing more than to pay to the 
Prophet a signal mark of civilrespect, authorized by customs, 
which have prevailed from time immemorial in the .Eastern 
World. In accordance with the same customs, the wise men 
from the East, "/g/Z doton and worshipped" the Babe of 
Bethlehem, and " presented unto him gifts." 

But who can dream that these Eastern Sages regarded 
that Infant as the Eternal God ? They offered no greater 
respect to him, than Nebuchadnezzar offered to Daniel. It 
is well known to have been perfectly common in that portion 
of the World where the Scriptures were written, to express 
reverence or respect for superiors, or benefactors, by falling 
down on the hce and worshipping theiil ; not in religious 
homage, but in civil obeisance. The same custom is not 
even yet abolished. But this act of falling down and wor- 
shipping, or doing reverence to, a man, had nothing more to 
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do with the ftcknowledgiug of that man to be the .S/upreiiie 
Grod, than our custom of llftiDg our hats m the street an d 
bowing to an acquaintance has to do with our worshipping 
him as the Infinite Jehovah. 

Our Lord himself always prayed to the Father alone. 
He uniformly directed his followers to "pray to the Father;^* 
to say, when they pray, " Our Father; and to " worship the 
Father.^^ He no where enjoins it upon them to worship 
God in more persons than one. He no where directs wor- 
ship to be paid to the San, but explicitly declares that " the 
true worshippers shall worship the Father" He says, " in 
that day, ye shall ask me nothing. Yerily, verily, whatso- 
ever ye shall ask the Father, in my name, he will give it 
you;" All this decisively proves to our view, that our 
Author has completely failed in this his third argument. 
"But,',' he says, " this is not all ; to crown the whole, Fourth- 
ly, The SuBLiMEST Names of Divinity are given to him." 

He goes on to say, " Thus the everlasting Father, address- 
ing the Son, says^ * Thy Throne, O God, is forever.^" Heb. 
i.^8. Now, strong as this language, at first view, standing 
alone by itself, appears to be iii our author's favor — yet, 
when attentively examined with the whole connexion in 
which it is placed, I profess not to know of a single passage 
in the Bible, which can be made to appear more utterly sub- 
versive of his doctrine than this same text. There are two 
distinct senses in which the word God is used in the Scrip- 
tures: In the highest or supreme sense, as when applied to 
the self-existent Father — and in an inferior sense, as when 
applied to created beings. This we shall presently have 
occasion satisfactorily to show. But, our author understands 
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the word to be employed, in this text, in its highest and un- 
qaaiified sense. He professes to believe that the Everlasting ' 
Father addresses the Son as the Supreme God. Now, keeping 
this interpretation constantly in view, begin at the commence- 
ment of the chapter, and read as follows : '* God, who at sundry 
times and in divers manners, spake in time past unto the Fa- 
thers by the Prophets, hath in these last days spoken unto us 
by HIS Son, whom he hath appointed heir of all things, by 
whom also he made the Worlds.'* What! the " one only 
true" Supreme God hath spoken unto us by his Son, who is 
the " one only true" Supreme God? What I the Supreme God 
hath appointed the Supreme God heir of all things? Could 
any person be the self-existent God, unless he held from all 
eternity an underived possession of all things ? And could 
the self-existent God, holding from all eternity an underived 
possession of all things, be appointed heir of all things? 
But, " by whom also he made the Worlds." Could it be 
said of the Omnipotent God, that he made the Worlds by the 
Omnipotent God? But read on — "Who (the Son) being 
the brightness of his (God's) glory, and the express image of 
his person." 

What! the One Supreme God being the brightness of the 
One Supreme God's glory, and the expressjmage of the One 
Supreme God's person, — being the brightness of his own glo- 
ry, and the express image of himself? — Read again, " Sat 
down on the right hand of the Majesty on high." What ! 
the only Supreme Majesty on High, " sat down on the right 
hand of the only Supreme Majesty on High, — on his own 
right hand ?" Read on, " Being made so much better than 
the Angels, as he hath by inheritajioe obtained a more excel- 
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lent name than they." Can it tben, be said of a person who in 
*frdm all eternity the same self-existent God, that he was mad^ 
80 much better than the Angels as he hath by inheriianc€ 
obtained a more excellent name than they? Could he who 
from all eternity possesses every conceivable perfection, and 
all possible glory and dominion and power, be said to have 
hy inheriianee obtained a more excellent name than was poa* 
sessed by beings whom he had created ? 

" And again, when he bringeth in the F^irst Begotten into 
the World f Can it be said of the Uncreated God, that he 
was begotten, and brought by another, into the World t 
Now read the verse immediately following the text, '< Thou 
hast loved righteousness and hated iniquity, therefore, God, 
even thy God, bath anointed thee with the oil of gladness, 
above thy fellows." My dear hearers, let me seriously ask, 
how is it possible for a man who is shocked at the accusation 
of holding to a plurality of Gods, — who professes to believe 
in ojdy One Supreme God, and who would esteem it the 
grossest idolatry to acknowledge or worship more Gods than 
one, — how is it possible for any man avowing such a faithi 
to believe, that Jesus Christ is the Supreme God, and yet that 
he was anoinfed by the Supreme God above his fellows, i. e. 
equals, and this, as a reward for his having '' loved righteous- 
ness and hated iniquity?" 

Mr. Baker, we are ready to admit, is a very ingenious 
reasoner. Few men can do better on the wrong side than 
he. But with all his ingenuity, how is he to extricate him- 
self from these difficuhies in which his system involves him i 
I cannot see how. Even his {BLYOxitesv^ositionofihe " two 
natures," if we should allow him the application of it, will, 
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&8 it seems to me, go scarcely a step to help him out Let 
him take, for instance, the declaration in the second, verse : 
« FTAow" (i. e. the Son,) « hel" (i. e. God,) « hath appainied 
Heir of all things, bp wh6m also he made the Worlds." I 
would ask, in which nature, the Haman or the Divine, was 
he appointed Heir of all things ; and in which nature is it 
true that Qod bp him made the Worlds ? He will not sure> 
]y contend, that Christ was engaged in the work of Creation 
in his Human nature, for the Worlds were made before he 
had a Human nature : and moreover, he has already con- 
tended for the Supreme Divinity of Jesus, on the ground, that 
he was engaged in the work of Creation. He must then 
admit that these expressions are true only of his Divine na- 
ture. But in his Divine nature, he contends, that Jesus tj the 
Self-existent Supreme God. It then follows, that the passage 
teaches, that God hath appointed the Supreme God heir of 
all things, and by the Supreme God, made the Worlds. 
What cad be more absurd than this reading? So, in the 
third verse: ** Who" (i. e. Christ,) " being the brightness of 
his" (God's) glory, and the express image of his" (God's) 
" person." Mr. Baker expressly contends, (on page 5,) that " 
all this relates to his Divine nature. It is then as the Supreme 
God, that Jesus is the brightness of the Supreme God's glory, 
and the express image of the Supreme God's person. The 
sense of the passage then, is, that the Supreme God is the 
brightness of his own glory, and the express image (i. e. the 
exact likeness,) of himself 

Thus, I might enumerate a multitude of instances in which 
even the iwppontion of the " two natures" utterly &ils to re- 
concile, on Trinitarian principles, the Scriptures either with 
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common sense, or with themselves. We see in wliat self- 
contradiction and utter absurdity, our author's interpretation 
of the passage under examination, involves the whole mass of 
surrounding Scripture. You will ask, how, then, is it to be 
construed % Why, if you insist upon retaining the present 
Translation, to which, so fiir as it relates - to the decision of 
the main question before us, I am not at all anxious to object, 
I would take the word, God, to be used in its inferior sense. 
No mistake would be greater than to suppose that this 
word, in the Sacred Scriptures, is applied solely, to signify 
the Supreme Creator. In numerous instances, it is a title 
given to men, to signify a Divine Commission with which 
they were invested. Thus, in Ex. vii. 1 : " And the Lord 
said unto Moses, see, I have made thee a god to Pharaoh," 
meaning, that He had clothed Moses with a Divine Commis- 
sion to the Egyptian King. So one of the commands given 
to the Israelites is, Ex. xxii. 28 : " Thou shall pot revile the 
gods" meaning, the Magistrates. Our Saviour in an ad- 
dress to the Jews refers to this same custom of giving the title 
of god to those ancient Prophets, who were commissioned by 
the Supreme Being to receive and deliver messages from 
Him. Thus, in John x. 34, 35, it is recorded, "Jesus an- 
swered them. Is it not written in your law, I said, ye are 
gods ? If be called them gods unto whom the Word of God 
came, and the Scripture cannot be broken," &c. Now in 
this inferior sense, as a being "sanctified," and "sent," to be 
the highest messenger of the Divine Will, the most exalted 
agent of his power, and the most perfect image of his perfec- 
tions, our Blessed Lord may very properly be styled God. 
If Moses, and the Jewish Magistrates, and others "to whom 
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the Word of God came,'' were called godSy it is certainly no 
less proper to give the title of god to Jesus, who was a vastly 
sublimer herald than either of them. 

With perfect propriety, then, upon this interpretation, 
might the Supreme Being address him whom he had '' ap- 
pointed," 'and vested with power to act as the mightiest agent 
of his purposes in creating, and upholding, and judging the 
Universe — him who, together with all the purified subjects 
of his mediatorial Kingdom, shall outlive, in unfading glory, 
the wreck of all matter, and the ravages of all time — him to 
whom all other heralds of the Divine will must bow in ac- 
knowledgment of his superiority, and in reverence of the 
moral dignity and grandeur with which he is clothed — 1 say, 
with perfect propriety might the Eternal be supposed to ad- 
dress a being whom he had thus constituted and endowed, in 
this exalted language, " Thy Throne, O God, is forever and 
ever." 

The text, then, as it now reads in our English Testaments, 
does not in the least conflict with our views of the nature of 
Christ ; so that on this score, I have no occasion to fault the 
translation. Still, I know full well, that a rendering, which 
would not require so much explanation, may with the roost 
entire correctness be given. Those of you, my hearers, who 
are acquainted with the Greek language, if you will turn to 
the passage in your Greek Testaments, will find that the 
word God may as well be supposed to be in the nominative 
as the vocative case ; and if so, the translation may be, " God 
is thy Throne forever." This, I have no manner of doubt, is 
the true rendering. In which case, the text contains only a 
figurative expression of the Divine origin, and of the stability 
4 
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and perpetuity of the .Messiah's power. Dayid, in a lite figur 
rative seuse" calb God his Rock, his Fortress, his High 
Tower, &c. 

We pass on to an examination of Isaiah ix. 6 — " Unto us 
a Child is born, unto us a Son is given, and his name shall 
be called Wonderful, Ck>unseilor, the mighty God, the Ever- 
lasting Father, the Prince of Peace." You will observe 
that it was a CkUd and a Son to whom these lofty titles were 
to be given — names which imply that he must have had a 
Father. You perceive, then, that it would be a contradiction 
in terms to say that this Child was the Uncrsated Al- 
mighty God, or that this Son was the Everlasting Fa- 
ther of the Universe. Nothing could possibly be more ab- 
surd ; but the text does not declare this — It does not assert 
that this Child and Son was the Mighty God and Everlasting 
Father, but merely, that bis name should.be so called. 

The question then comes up, as this is a Jewish prediction, 
would the customs of speaking and writing among the Jews, 
justify one of them in saying, that a $reaied finite being 
should be called the Mighty God and Everlasting Father ? 
We reply, that they certainly would. It is well known that 
the Jews were in the habit of giving to their offspring, as an 
intimation of the parent's circumstances, or of their feelings, 
wishes or expectations in regard to them, the most high- 
sounding, and very often the holiest epithets. For instance, 
the distinguished individual who was called Joshua, was re- 
ally called Jehovah the Saviour, for this is the English 
of the name Joshua. So the Prophet who bore the name of 
Elijah, was called God the Lord, for this is the English of 
Elijah. So the person who bore the name of Lemuel, was 



y Google 



OF TWO NATITRBS IN OfiftMT. ^ 89 

aUUd Qm> with thsm, for this is the translation of <he He- 
breftir nane Lemuel. In likentanner, Jesus' waffactually cal- 
led God with us, for thid is the meaning of Immanuel ; 
and a most afpptopriate name it was, since, through him, the 
presence of Grod was made peculiarly manifest among men. 
So, the CkUd spoken of by Isaiah, in consequence of the con- 
spicuous position he was to occupy In the World, might, in 
perfect accordance with the commonest customs of the Jews, 
itceive Hebrew epithets which signify Mighty God and ' 
EvBRLASTiNG Father. He might be called the MightY 
God and Everlasting Father, whilst he toas as really a 
created, finite and dependent child, as ever was Joshua, or 
Elijah, or Lemuel. 

You perceive, then, that the text as it now stands in our 
English Bibles, does not prove the Child spoken of by [saiah 
to be really the uncreated Almighty God. 

But it is, perhaps, a truth vroithy of notice, that the learned 
Jffws, who ought to be supposed to understand as well as 
others the original language of their Sacred Books, translate 
the latter part of the passage thus : " The Migbty God shall 
call him a Wonderful Mediator, Father of his times, and the 
Prince of P^ce." The correctness of this rendering is ac- 
knowledged by very many of the best Hebrew Scholars in 
Christendom ; and no one can show that it is inconsistent 
with the original Hebrew text. 

Our author represents that Jesus is called the Tnu Ood, 
After what we have just seen in regard to the application of 
the title, God, to created and commissioned Heralds of the Di. 
vine Will, it might not, perhaps, be deemed necessary for the 
suj^ort of my views, to deny that the 'Messiah, by way of 
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eminence abore all other " gods to whom the word of God 
came," was styled the True God ; for it is not pretended that 
the title of the " Only True God'' which he gave to the Fa- 
ther, is in any instance applied by an Inspired Writer to Je- 
sus. But though it may not be absolutely necessary to the 
cause I am advocating, yet 1 conceive it to be important to 
the right interpretation of Scripture^ to deny that it ever styles 
him the '* True God.'' Our author quotes the last clause of 

1 John V. 20: '<This is the True God, and eternal life." 
Now, the question arises, to whom does the relative this re- 
fer ? Mr. Baker seems to take it for granted that it refers to 
Jesus Christ. But this is by no means admitted. He would 
probably say, that in the usual and correct use of language, 
the pronoun this refers to the nearest antecedent, which, in the 
case before us, is Jesus Christ. But, let him apply this rea- 
soning to another passage of the same unlettered author. 

2 John, 7 : " For many deceivers are entered into the World, 
who confess not that Jesus Christ is colne in the flesh. This 
is a deceiver and an antichrist" Now, by insisting that the 
pronoun this must always apply to its nearest antecedent, 
John would be made to say that Jesus Christ is a deceiver, 
and an antichrist. We all know that John was an unlearn- 
ed man, and that therefore it would be folly to expect from 
his pen, in every instance, a strictly classical accuracy of ex- 
pression. We must be content to gather the meaning of what 
he says, as we are sometimes compelled to do of what is ut- 
tered by men of much higher literary pretensions, not by its 
strict accordance with the rules of critical grammarians, but 
by the general cast of the connexion in which it stands. Now, 
if you will read the whole of the 20th verse, you will per- 
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ceive, I trust, that the Being here called the True God^ is 
not Jesus, but the Father. It reads thus : " And we know 
4hat the Son of God is come, and hath given us an under- 
standing, that we may know Him that is true" Know 
whom that is true 1 Why evidently the Father. " And we 
are in Him that is true, (even) in His Son Jesus Christ." 
We are in whom that is true ? Why evidently again in the 
Father, in Him of whom it could be said that Jesus Christ 
was His Son. The word even, you will X)bserve, is printed 
in your Bibles in italics, to denote that it belongs not to the 
original text, but that it is inserted by the translators. " This 
is the True God, and eternal life." Who is the True God? 
Why, plainly He who is called *' Him that is true,^^ and of 
whom it is just before said that Jesus Christ is His Son. 
Plainly, then, the Father is the True God. My understand- 
ing of the text then may be expressed thus: "And we know 
that the Son of God is come, and hath given us an under- 
standing that we may know Him that is true^^ (viz: God,) 
" and we are in Him that is true," (i. e. in God,) " in virtue 
of our having faith and spiritual life in his Son Jesus Christ." 
" This" (i. e. this God whom the Son of God has given us an 
understanding to know) " is the True God, and eternal life." 
That this was the understanding of the text by the most an- 
cient fathers is evident. The words, " this is the True God,'* 
are not interpreted by any writer previous to the Council of 
Nice, (in the fourth century,) as referring to Jesus Christ; 
and after that age, Epiphanius, who was a Trinitarian, says, 
" Christ ought to be acknowledged the True God, though 
not so called by St. John." Many other Trinitarian authori- 
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ties of the most distiaguished class might be cited to counte* 
nance the construction I have put upon this passage. 

The conchisioB, then, is, that it is the Father, and not Jesus^ 
Christ, who in this passage is styled the True God ; and it is 
not unlikely that it was penned in view of one of the strongest 
Unitarian texts in the New Testament, viz: the declaration of 
our Lord in his address to the Father, as recorded in the Gos- 
pel of John: " And this is life eternal, that they may know 
Thee, the only Teue God and Jesus Christ whom Thou 
JiCbst sent" 

Our author goes on to quote Rev. ii. 28; '^ And all the 
Churches shall know that I am He that searcheth the reins 
and hearts." That Jesus, acting as we have already shown, 
by delegate power in tha capacity of Judge, receives also 
from the Father every qualification requisite to the proper 
discharge of the duties devolving upon this important trust, 
we fully believe. That Jehovah searches the reins and tries 
the hearts of men, is certainly true ; but it does not thence 
follow, that every man who has a power to dive deep into 
the ruling passions and governing motives which sway his 
neighbor's heart, is the Eternal Jehovah, i 

We all know that some men have most astonishing capaci- 
ties for probing the hearts of other men ; and that Jesus in 
order that he may fulfil the several purposes of his mission, is 
gifted with a power to scan the secret recesses of the human 
bosom, vastly more penetrating and extensive than that pos- 
sessed by any other created agent, we freely admit ; but all 
this does not prove him to be the Self-existent, Inde- 
pendent and Supreme Searcher of hearts. If Mr. 
Baker had looked to the last clause of the 27th verse, he 
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would have found the following qualifying phrase, which 
serves to explain the nature of every power to which our 
.blessed Lord lays claim : ^' Even as I received of my 
Father." He professes to find something of vast bearing in 
hvox of his views, in the expression ^^ I am He." He says 
the language is remarkable, and asks " to whom does He re- 
fer ?" Why most evidently, I answer, to the Messiah. Thus, 
you recollect; when Jesus was discoursing with the woman of 
Samaria," upon her saying '^ I know that Me^sias cometh) 
which is called Christ ; Jesus saith unto her / that speak un- 
to thee AM He." (John iv. 25, 26.) 

We have now gone through with an examination of every 
text referred to by our author under his fourth bead of proof, 
for the Supreme Divinity of Jesus, and we certainly have not 
Gome to his conclusion, that " Doubtless, then, Christ is God." 
He says, indeed, " Give these names, give any of them to 
Peter, to Paul, to Gabriel, to the loftiest created being in the 
Universe, and there is blasphemy in it" But we have 
shown that the most important of these names are given in 
the Sacred Scriptures to mere men ; that the Conqueror who 
bore the name of Joshua, was styled Jehovah^ and that Jeho- 
vah himself gave the name of God to Moses and to the Jew- 
ish Magistrates : and it is in no taunting spirit that we oiSfer a 
word of caution to poor finite men, lest in the warmth of par- 
ty zeal they commit blasphemy against the Holy Spirit, by 
afiirmittg that there is blasphemy in what He has positively 
done. 

Our author next insists, with his usual earnestness, upon 
his text as furnishing for his doctrine the most conclusive evi- 
dence. Let me give you the passage entire as it stands in 
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tBe common translation. " Who being in the form of God, 
thought it not robbery to be equal toith God, but made him- 
self of no reputation, and took upon him the form of a ser- 
vant, but was made in the likeness of men ; and being found 
in fashion as a man, he humbled himself, and became obedi- 
ent unto death, even the death of the cross, wherefore God al- 
so hath highly exalted Him, and given Him a name which 
is above every name ; that at the name of Jesus every knee 
should bow,—- of things in heaven, and things in earth, and 
things under the earth ; and that every tongue should con- 
fess that Jesus Christ is Lord to the glory of God the Fa- 
therr Phil. u. 6— 11. 

Now let us take a critical view of the most important ex- 
pressions which make up this text, and we shall presently 
discover how £ir it goes to countenance the Trinitarian sys- 
tem. We will begin with the first clause, " Who being 
intJieform o/God.*' Mr. Baker says " Here the Apostle 
affirms that originally^ Jesus Christ was in the form of God." 
What! Jesus Christ whom he regards as originally the 
Supreme God Himself, in the form of God in the form 
of Himself ? Or, are there originally two Supreme Gods, 
the one of whom may be said to be in the form, or express 
image, of the other % No, our author will not admit this. 
But what next % '^ Thought it not robbery to be equal with 
God." What! He who was originally \h& Infinite and 
One only true God, thought it not robbery to be equal 
with Himself? What possible consistency can you find 
in such language ? What idea would you receive from 
being gravely assured that a certain being was in the form of 
himself, i. e. that he bore a perfect resemblance to himself, 
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that he looked exactly like himself— and, that he thought it 
not robbery to be equal wtth himself? Could you perceive 
the least propriety or sense in such a communication ? And 
can you feel satisfied mth giving a construction to the Sacred 
Scriptures which involves them in such confusion and jargon ) 
But why need there be any difficulty in giving a rational 
and consistent interpretation to this text ? I can see no 
necessity for any. 

What then are we to understand by the declaration '* Who 
being in the form of God, thought it not robbery to be equal 
with God?'' Why, plainly, that not only was Jesus Christ 
originally created in the image and likeness of God, as, 
indeed, were our first parents, but that he was on earth the 
visible representative of the Father, clothed with wisdom, 
and authority, and power to manifest and execute His will, 
just as the ambassador of an earthly king is officially in the 
form of the monarch who commissious him ; and that as 
such an ambassador would think it no robbery, no illegal 
pretensioD, to claim an authority, for all the purposes of the 
mission on which he is sent, equal to that of the king who 
sent him, so Jesus whom God ^< hath highly/ exalted!^ thought 
it not robbery, — ^no usurpation — no unauthorized assumption 
to lay claim to be equal with God, in respect to the work for 
which God had raised him up, and qualified him. The Su- 
preme Being Himself, if He could have consistently acted in 
the Mediatorial Kingdom in His Own Person, without the in* 
strumentality of an appointed agent, could not have discharg- 
ed the several duties belonging to it more'perfectly than Jesus, 
through the power delegated to him, was able to do. So that 
as it relates to the purposes of that Kingdom, Jesus was, in 
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yirtue of power and authority entrusted to bim, as really equal 
with the God who "appointed" and "sent" him^ as is any 
agent, holding a full power of attorney for the transaction of 
certain specified afitirs, for the purposes and within the limits 
of his commissioD, equal to him by whom the tru9t is com- 
mitted. You will perceive that the entire passage is clothed 
in a figurative dress, in direct allusion to the custom among 
rulers to exalt and invest with authority, and confer title and 
dignity upon their ministers ; which circumstance seems to 
render the illustration I have attempted to ofier peculiarly in 
place. You will also perceive that Jesus is spoken of as be* 
ing exalUd as a reward of his obedience and death ; and that 
the " name" which was above every name, was not a title pos- 
sessed by him from all eternity, but a " name giverl^ him by 
the Uncreated God ; and you will, also, notice as a striking 
fact, " that every tongue should confess that Jesus Christ 4s 
Lord" i. e. Master ; (not that every tongue should confess 
that Jesus Christ is Jehovah ;) and that this confession should 
be made, (not ultimately, to the glory of this "appointed" 
Master nor yet to the glory of any Triune Deity ^ but,) "to the 
glory of God the Father, ^^ 

You perceive then that the text as it now stands in your 
English Testaments is utterly at war with Mr. Baker's 
views, and in perfect harmony with those of Unitarians. But 
it seems, that he was fully aware that this passage is con* 
demned as a mistranslation. He says, " I am aware tl>at 
those who reject our doctrine give another rendering to this 
passage, and indeed to every passage which we have quoted, 
or shall yet quote, numerous as they are 1 Now, is it not 
marvellous that so many passages should h^ve been wrongly 
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traaslated ?" But why does he say "that those who reject our 
doctrine give another rendering to this passage 1" Why does 
he not come out like a frank and candid man^ with the whole 
truth and say, ** not only those who reject our doctrine, but 
very many of the most learned and distinguished Trinitarian 
Divines give another rendering to this passage ?" Dr. Adam 
Clarke renders it thas, '' Who being in the form of Grod, did 
not think it a matter to be earnestly desired to appear equal 
with God, but made himself of no reputation, &c." Tillot- 
son, a distinguished Arch-Bishop of the Episcopal Church, 
renders it, " Did not arrogate to himself to be equal with 
God." The celebrated Whison translates it thus, " Who 
being in the form of God,>did not assume to be equal with 
God." Others render it, " Who being in the form of God, 
did not think this likeness to God, a thing to be eagerly re- 
retained, but humbled himself &c" Another rendering is 
"did not think of the robbery, the being equal to God." For 
my own part, though I am fuDy persuaded that the common 
rendering is incorrect, yet for any bearing it has upon the 
doctrine under discussion, I would not give a straw to have it 
changed. But what does Mr. Baker mean by asserting, that 
those who reject his doctrine give another rendering to every 
passage quoted in his Sermon, numerous as they are? Why, 
it is obvious that he means to give his readers the impression, 
that Unitarians have no other way to meet his interpretation 
of the numerous passages he presents than by taking refuge 
under a pretended mistranslaton. . Now, the fact is, he has not 
quoted a solitary text, which obliges me, for the support of my 
views^ to &ult the common translation. And you will no- 
tice in how remarkably few instances I have even intimated 
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the siightefit objection to the usual rendering. '^ Now, is it 
not marvellous that" a man professing to be a Minister of the 
Gospel of truth, should thus gravely misrepresent the mode 
by which his opponents defend their sentiments? To convey 
the impression that the great body of Unitarians give another 
rendering than that contained in the common translation, to 
every passage quoted in his Sermon, fon the Deity of Christ, 
is to convey an impression utterly false. But, although our 
author has conveyed such an impression, we choose in Chris- 
tian charity to attribute it to his ignorance of Unitarian wri- 
ters, rather than to any wilful design to mislead the public 
mind. Of all the passages he has quoted, " numerous as they 
are," I know of only four or five in which wc should wish 
the common rendering to be altered. And I know of not 
even one of these texts, which in its present rendering, ought 
to present to a mind thoroughly acquainted with the phrase- 
ology of the Scriptures, any serious objections to the doctrines 
we hold. And in respect to those passages in which we do 
question the common translation, might I not successfully re- 
tort upon Mr. Baker, by demanding ^^ if it is not marvellous," 
that "those who reject our doctrine," are compelled to place 
their chief reliance upon texts which all sound Hebrew and 
Greek scholars most admit are of doubtful rendering, whilst 
the rendering of the strongest and most num.erous passages 
which we urge against their doctrine, they can find no color 
of a pretenee for faulting ? 

We next find our author congratulating himself with the 
assurance that his "edifice is complete;" that "it is a Bible 
edifice, and glorious to behold." He, however, thinks it pru- 
dent, inasmuch as it is perfectly convenient "to throw around 
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it a wall of adamant^" and to thiB end, he says, ^< take tkit 
passage. John xiv. 8, 9, 10 : 'Philip saith unto him, Lord, 
shew us the Father, and it sufficeth us. Jesus saith unto 
him, Have I been so long time with you, and yet hast thou 
not known me, Philip 9 He that bath seen me, hath seen the 
Father; and how sayestthou then, shew us the Father? 
Beli'evest thou not that I am in the Father, and the Father ia 
me? " 

Now, can it be supposed, that by the assertion, '< he that 
hath seen me hath seen the Father," our Saviour intended to 
be understood to assert that he was the Father ; that he teas 
his own Son and his own Father t If the te^ct proves any 
thing for our author, it proves all this. But we are sure he 
will admit this to be proving too much. Had he looked^ 
along the same chapter to the 28th and 91st verses, he would 
have met with expressions of the most unequivocal charac- 
ter, utterly at war with what he assumes to be the import 
of the verses he has quoted. He would there have 
found his blessed Lord, as if to avoid all possible misunder- 
standing of what he had before uttered, declaring, ^ For mif 
Father is greater than I" ^ And as the Father oatb me 
commandment, even so / io." And if he had turned to the 
t7th chapter of John, 21st and 22d verses, he might have 
learned in what sense Jesus is in the Father and the Father 
in him. He would there have found him petitioning in a 
prayer for his ibllowers, "that^^^ aU may be one, as thou^ 
Father, art in me and I in t(iee, that theff also may be one 
IK ITS. And the glory which thou gavest me I h^/ve gicea^ 
them, that ihey may be one even as v>e «re one." And if he 
had referred to i John, iv. 16, he would have read, ^^Hc that 
5 
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dwelleth in love dwelleth in God, and God in Atm." From 
all this be might have learned, that if the disciples could all 
be one in the same sense that the Father and Jestts are 
one ; if they could be one in the Father and in the Son ; if 
tbe, glory which the Father had given to the Son was impart- 
ed by the Son to them, and that if every Christian who dwells 
in love, dwells in God and God in him, not only '^ he that 
bath seen" Jesus, but also he that hath seen the Christian 
spirit manifested by any of his followers, " hath seen the Fa* 
ther." It seems, then, too plain to require further comment, 
that the meaning of our Lord in his answer to Philip was 
simply this: that he had already given him a sufficient 
knowledge of the Father, that he, (Philip,) who had been so 
long with him, and heard his teachings concerning the char- 
acter and will of God, and had seen the spirit of heavenly 
purity and benevolence exhibited through Aii9i, the visible 
Ttpresentative of the Father, was already possessed of a trtie 
knowledge of the Father's being and perfections. 

-<'For another wall of adamant," continues our author, 
« take the words of the Apostle, Col. ii. 9 : ' In Him dwelleth 
all the fiUness of the Godhead bodily*" ''Was ever lan- 
guage stronger than this?" '' Every word is emphatic." I 
reply, that language quite as strong as this may be cited in 
proof of the Supreme Gk)dhead of the Ephesian Christians. 
If you will turn to Eph. iii. 19, you will find that Paul pray- 
ed for his brethren ^ that they might be JiUed with all the 
fiUness of Gon"— language quite as emphatic as the text 
quoted by our author. For, surely, aU the fulness of the 
Godhead is nothing more than M the fidness of God, Now, 
did the Apostle pray that his brechrefi might be the Supreme 
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Godl' Mr. Baker will not pretend it. Did be mean any 
thing more than that they might be eminently godly 1 He 
will admit that he meant aothing more. What reason then 
has he for inferring, that the same Apostle, when he speaks 
of the same Mness as dwelling in Christ, meant any thing 
more than that Christ was godly in an eminent degree ? I 
can see none. Paul often employs like expressions to denote 
high attainments in godliness. Thus, in Eph. iv. 13, he says, 
^Uili we all come in the unity of the &ith and of the knowl* 
edge of the Son of God unto a perfect man^urUo the measure 
of the stature of the fulness of Christ.'' Now, if we are to 
understand by the dwelling of the fulness of ike Godhead in 
Christ, that he was the Supreme God, is it not plain that we 
must also understand, that when Paul and his Ephesian 
brethren were arrived unto the mesasure of the stature of the 
fulness of Christy they^ too would be just as much the Su- 
jPREMB God 9&he? Whatever we are to understand by the 
fulness .of the Godhead dwelling in Christ, we find Paul der 
daring, in Coles, i. 19, nat that it dwelt in him underwedly^ 
from all eternity, of his ovm infinite will and pleasure, but 
that " it pleased the Father that in him shovXd all fulness 
dwelir 

Now, I challenge Mr. Baker to point me in all the Bible 
to a stronger expression for the Godhead of Christ, than I can 
furnish, in 2 Peter, i. 4, for the Godhead of every Christian. 
The conduding words are these : " That ye might be par- 
takers of the Divine Nature." 

By taking a broad and critical survey of the manner in 
which the Sacred Writers were in the habit of expressing 
faemselves, we shall soon learn how unjustifiable iris to build 
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up a doctrine confessedly mysterioos, opposed to reason, and 
to several of the most plain and positive texts, as well as the 
current and unembarrassed strain of the Scripture, by appeals 
to a few scattered passages of such indefinite and ambiguous 
language as those which have just passed under our notice. 
Whilst, by exercising the rules of interpretation laid down in 
a former part of our discourse, we find no difficulty in gather* 
ing a satis&ctory understanding of the general sense of tb^ 
Bible, we honestly confess, that upon the principles adopted 
by our author, we know of no book so utterly involved in cod« 
tradictions, confusion and jargon. 

We have seen what sort of security his " walls of adamant" 
afibrd his doctrine. And here the testimony which he pro* 
fiesses to draw from the Sacred Writings, he appears to regaid 
as closed. There are however, in the subsequent parts of hia 
Sermon, allusions to a few other texts which we shall take 
the liberty of examining in this connexion. He quotes 1 Tim. 
iii. 16:' "And without controversy, great is the mystery of 
godlinesa God was manifest in the fiesh." In this passage 
you will discover, by reading the whole verse, that if thd 
word God is to be admitted at all in it, it must necessarily be 
understood in its inferior sense. I will give you the entire 
passage as it now stands in the common version : "And 
without controversy, great is the mystery of godliness. God 
was manifest in the flesh, justified in the Spirit^ seen of An* 
gels, preached unto the Gentiles, believed on in the World, 
received up into glory." Now, could it be said of the SdiP 
existent God, who from all eternity was an immutable and a 
perfect Spirit^ that He was ^^ justified in the Spirit /" And 
could it be said of that Omnipresent Being who dwells for* 
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tfrer uachBOgeably id perfect glory/that 1m wa» ^rtceived^ 
into ghtj ?" But as Dr. Adam Clark admitSb instead of God, 
96Teral manuscript versions haye v>hichy or who. The present 
rendering is admitted by the best Trinitarian Commentators 
to be so exceedingly doubtful, that no important dependance 
can be placed upon it. In a correct translation of the original 
Greek, as it is found in the most approved ancient MSS. the 
word " €rad,^^ we maintain, shoald be omitted, and, '* he wM^ 
substituted for it The reading would then be, <' Ht who was 
manifest in the flesh, was justified," &e. This reading, you 
perceive, is perfectly consistent and intelligible. As to the 
mystery here spoken of, you will bear in mind that it is not, 
as Mr. Baker seems to suppose, the mystery of the Godhead^ 
or the Divine Nature, but the " mystery of godlinessj^ i. e. 
of piety or religion. The word " Mystery," as used in the 
Sacred Scriptures, does not mean an absurdity, nor any thing 
in '\{fKi]f umnidligible, but merely something which is or ha$ 
been concealed. The meaning of the Apostle, then, seems to 
be this : " Great is the scheme of gospel grace, (or the method 
which God has chosen to redeem and render godly rebellious 
sinners,) which has been so long hidden from men, but is now 
revealed through Jesus Christ. He, the greatest Hentid of 
the Divine will, and the highest agent of the Divine power, 
who was manifest in the flesh, was justified in the Spirit, seen 
of the Messengers of God, preached unto the Heathen as lie 
Saviour of Gentiles as well as of Jews, believed on in the 
World as the Messiah of ancient prophecy, and finally, as a 
most astonishing proof of the Divinity of his mission, raised 
from the dead and received up into glory." << Without con* 
troversy/' all this is a most wonderful diqplay of Divine 
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power and love; but I can see nothing in it contradictory to 
my reason, nothing at which either Paul or Mr. Baker, or 
any Christian believer, ought to ^^ stumble" but I see every 
thing in it, in which we all have occasion to glory. 

Oar author on page 15, makes allusion to several passages 
of Scripture, which he deems so utterly " at variance with 
each other" without the aid of the '* two-fold nature," that he 
exclaims, ^' Now, deny our doctrine, and / defy any man on 
earth or Angel in Heaven, to reconcile these passages." 
These are swelling words, and in the face of so bold a 
defiance, it may seem adventurous for an humble individual 
to contest the point with the Rev. author, where, according 
to his own esteem, the intellect of a Gabriel would have to 
quail before his stupendous researches ; still we do have the 
presumption to declare, that whilst we utterly deny his doctrine 
we find not the slightest difficulty i^ so understanding these 
passages, that they appear in perfect harmony with each 
other, and with the current teachings of the Sacred Volume. 

He says, " For instance, in one place Jesus Christ is called 
a man ; in another place, God." So, too, we reply, in one 
place, Moses is ealled a God ; in another place, a man. So, 
also, the Jewish Magistrates were called Gods ; and yet they 
were men. " If He called them GUjds," to use the very 
words of our Saviour, to whom the word of God came," why 
may not Jesus the "well beloved Son," the "chosen," "ap- 
pointed," "sanctified," and "sent," of God, be, in virtue of his 
Divine commission, with equal consistency, called God, 
whilst yet, as to his nature, he was a man? We see no more 
difficulty in the one case than in the other ; and with a knowl- 
edge of the customary use of language among the Jews, we 
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discover nothing in either case to mar the harmony of the 
Scriptures. *' In one place," continues our author, ^ Jesus 
Christ is called David's Son; in another place David's 
Lord." True, as the appointed Messiah, Jesus was the Lord) 
L e. Master of David, as well as of all of his race. But read 
the whole connexion, and you will perceive how utterly in- 
consistent with it, is the idea, that David regarded the Messiah 
as the Supreme JeGbvah. David is represented as saying, 
'' The Lord said unto my Lord, sit thou on my right hand 
till I make thine enemies thy footstool." Now, if David's 
Lard had a Lord who commaTided him to sit upon His right 
hand, until He should make his enemies his footstool, then it 
is evident, that this Lord who was so commanded, was not 
the Supreme onlt True God, the Lord of Lords, but, 
that he was a stbbordiTuite Lord, subject to the authority, and 
dependent on the power of a Being above him, David, 
whilst viewing by the illuminations of the Divine " Spirit,^* 
the predicted Messiah of his Nation, with great propriety is 
represented as calling this wonderful object, this glory of his 
expectations, this glory of his house, and hope of his people, 
<< my Lord;" but I cannot see how any one can reconcile his 
language with the supposition, that he regarded him as the 
Supreme God. 'We see, then, no shadow of a difficulty in 
the fact, that Jesus is called in one pl^ce David's Son, and in 
another place, David's Lord. By legal descent in the line of 
David, h^ was his Son, whilst in his official capacity as the 
Messiah, he was David's Lord. " In one place," continues 
our author, " he says, * My Father is greater than /;' in 
another place, ' / and my Father are one! " As this last is 
one of those easily remembered texts which is in the mouth 
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of every Trinitarian, I propose to give it particular attention. 
You will find it recorded in John x. 30. Thecircumstancies 
attending the declaration of it, were these : The Jewa put to 
Jesus the following demand, '^ How long dost thou make ufi 
to doubt t If thou be the Christ tell us plainly." He 
replied that he had told them, and, that they believed not 
He then appealed to the works which he did in the " Father's 
name " as furnishing satisfactory evidence of his Messiahship. 
He went on to speak of his followers. He spoke of their 
knowledge of him ; of their attention and obedience to his 
voice, afid of their eternal safety. He declared, " My Father 
which gave them me is greater than ally and no man is able 
to pluck them out of my Father's hand ;" and immediately 
adds, '* I and my Father are one,^^ Here, you will observe, 
he represents not that his followers were originally his, 
which they must have been, if he were the Eternal Creator^ 
but that they were a gift to him from the Father ; as he says 
in another place, " Thine they v>ere and thou gavest them 
ME." You will also observe, that he declares " My Father 
is greater than ali.." If the Father is greater than all, 
then he is greater than the Son, In what sense, then, are 
we to understand that he and the Father are one ? We reply 
that they are one in promoting the work of human salvation. 
Jesus may be regarded as one with the Fathw, in a like 
sense with that in which, for instance^ Joseph, as Prime 
Minister of Egypt, may be said to have been one with 
Pharaoh, in promoting the salvation from &mine, of the 
inhabitants of that land But I may be asked, did the Jews 
so understand our Lord? I reply, that it seems that they 
were guilty of most wilfully perverting his language. 
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They certainly had no right from anything that appears in 
the connexion, to understand him as meaning that he was the 
Eternal God^ For, in the first place, it may be well enough 
to remark, that the demand they had just made of him, and 
which occasioned this reply, was not to tell them whether he 
was the Infinite JeboTah, hut whether he were the Christy 
i. e. the Messiah. Now, we all know that these Jews had 
not the slightest idea that their Messiah was to be the 
Supreme God of their fathers, but, that they expected him to 
be merely a great teiftporal Prince to redeem their nation 
from a foreign yoke, and to effect a general correction of civil 
and religious abuses. 

And, in the second place, it is worthy of observation, that 
he had just assured them that the Father was greater than 
all, and that he derwtd his dominion over his foHowers as a 
^^// from the Father. Had these' enquirers, therefore, been 
bonest and candid men, it appears hardly possible that they 
could have taken from his words the idea, that he claimed to 
be the Supreme God; and we shall presently see that Jesus 
actually arraigned them with the charge of perverting his 
meaning. In the verses immediately following, it is record- 
ed, <' Then the Jews took up stones again to stone him ; Jesus 
answered them, many good works haye I shown you of my 
Father; for which of those works do ye stone me? The 
Jews answered him, for a good work, we stone thee not, bat 
for blasphemy, and because that thou being a man, makest 
thyself God." Here, you will observe, that the Jews came 
out boldly with the charge that Jesus represented himself as 
God, Now if this charge were just, ought it not to have 
been expected, that Jesus would come out with his charac 
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teristic hoDesty, frankness, and courage, in acknowledgenieni 
of its justice. If he were real! j God, ought it not to have beeQ 
looked for, that he would meet this accusation of blasphemy, 
by asserting unequivocally to his enemies, that there was no 
blasphemy whatever in his declaring himself to be the 
Eternal God for it was a solemn truth? If our Lord had 
actually lain claim to Supreme Divinity, all this, it seems to 
us, was most naturally to have been expected from him. 
But in his answer dp we find any thing like this? Not a 
sy liable : every thing of an entirety opposite character. 
This is a most remarkable fact; and in my view weighs with 
most overwhelming power, against the doctrine imder 
discussion. But let the reply of Jesus tell for itself, " Jesus 
answered them, Is it not written in your law, I said, Ye are 
Gods? ir he called them Gods, unto whom the Word of 
God came, and tl^e Scripture cannot be broken ; say ye of 
him whom the Father hath sanctified and sent into the world, 
Thou blasphemest ; because I said, I am the San of God ?" 
Now, I seriously ask, if this language, so far from assert- 
ing the Eternal Godhead of Jesus, was not most obviously 
framed to give the impression to his accusers that he admitted 
that if he had actually claimed to be the Supreme God, their 
accusation against him of blasphemy, would have been well 
founded? What can be plainer than, that, he defended 
himself by calling their attention to the &ct, that, in their 
ancient Scriptures, those who were made the special organs 
and agents of the Divine Will, were called Gods, and urging 
that a they, "to whom the Word of God came" were, in con- 
sequence of the Divinity of their mission, considered ^so &r 
Otic with God in the execution of his purposes, that they re* 
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ceived hia vety name^ that they were actually coUed Qodi, 
what propriety waa there in their charging him " whorti the 
Father hath sanctified and setUj^ with blasphemy, merely for 
saying, what only amounted to a declaration that he was the 
** Son of God" i. e. the Messiah, the Christy the chief organ 
and agent of the Father's purposes, and therefore one with 
Him, in carrying on the works which His infinite benevo- 
lence had designed ? What else, could these Jews have un- 
derstood, what else did they understand him to mean? And 
what else, ought we to receive from his words ? I can con- 
ceive of nothing else. And, it is a circumstance worthy of 
notice, that we have no account, that, after this convesation, 
among all the charges which the Jews brought against Jesus 
and his Apostles, they ever accused Aim, or them, with main- 
taining that he was Qod. This is rendered the more remark- 
able from, the well known fact that of all crimes in the 
World, a Jew would esteem this the greatest. Yet notwith- 
standing all their madness and fury against our Saviour, when 
he appeared before the Council, and they were ready to give 
color to any trifling circumstance and lay hold of any 
sort of evidence against him, they were unable even, to 
bribe a &lse witness, or to gather the slightest testimony, in. 
support of their charge of blasphemy, other, than, that, he 
had said, he could raise up the Temple in three days. 

I trust, it is now plain to you in what sense Jesus is one 
with the Father ; — that he is one with him, as a worker to- 
gether with biro, in the advancement of Gospel salvation. In 
a like sense the Apostle, represents himself and his brethren 
as ^^ workers together with Ood.'' 2 Cor. vi 1 . Indeed the 
kuigoage of Paul in reference to himself and his fellow-labor* 
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er ApoUoSy and of their cooperatioD with Qod, m fof warding 
the work of redeeming grace, goes, as it seems to me, just as 
fally to prove, not only, that Paul and ApoUos were one and 
the same beingy but also that ikap were Divine^ as the declar- 
ati(m of OUT Lord, ^^I and my &ther are one," goes to prove 
that, he and the Father are one a'nd the same Eternal and 
Almighty Being. For, his words are, **^I have planted, 
ApoUos watered; — Now he that planteth, and he that water- 
eth are one ; — For, wb are laborers together with God." 
1 Cor. iii. 6, 8, 9. In fine, there are so many senses in 
which two distinct persons may be said to be one^ without im- 
plying a unity of nature, that it seems strange to me to sup- 
pose, that our author can be serious in urging for his doctrine 
the text in question. For instance, in Mat xix. 5, our Saviour 
says, of the husband and wife, *' and they twain shall be one 
flesh." Yet Mr. Baker does not believe that the husband 
and wife are one and the same individual. No, all that he 
understands by this language, is, that God designed the 
married pair to be oiu in affection, in harmonious living, and 
in the general promotion of each other's welfare and felicity. 
And all that he understands by the expressions just quoted 
from Paul, is, that Paul and Apollos, were one, and laborers 
t&gether with God, in advancing one and the same glorious 
vwrk. Why, then should he attempt to create any difficulty 
from the declaration of Jesud " I and my Father are one?" 
Why should he pretend to understand that our Lord meant 
by this language -anj thing other than that he and his 
Father were otu in purity of intention, — ^in holiness of feel- 
ing and in carrying forward the glorious work of Mediato- 
rial grace? By turning to John xvii. 1 1, 21, he will find our 
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Saviour prayiog for his disciples that they may be one as he 
and the Father are one. His language is " Holy Father, 
keep through thy own name those whom thou hast given me, 
that they may be one as we are. Neither pray I for these 
alone ; but for them also which shall believe on me through 
their word that they all may be one as thou Father art in me, 
and I in thee, that the$f also may be one in us,^^ From all 
this we learn that Jesus may be said to be one with the Fatlier 
in a certain sense, without having any more claims to being 
the Supreme God, than had his Apostles, or than have any 
Christian believers. Upon our view then there is no 
difficulty in the case. But how our author can reconcile 
with the doctrine that Jesus is in one nature the Only True 
God, such an unqualified declaration as is that which he has 
quoted, viz : ^' My Father is greater than I," I am at a loss to 
conceive. You will observe, that our Lord does not say "than 
I" am in my human nature, but unqualifiedly " than I." No in« 
timation is given in the connexion, or in any part of the Sacred 
Volume, that the pronoun I, in the mouth of Jesus is to be 
understood differently from what it is to be understood in the 
mouth of John or Peter, or any other person. We dare not 
then presume to quibble about such a direct and positive 
aisertion. We feel compelled to understand our blessed 
Lord to mean exactly what he says. He does say '* My 
Father is greater than I,*' and we fully believe that he says 
the truth. Now we have seen that an inferior may consist- 
ently be said to be one in certain senses with a superior ; but 
we know of no sense in which of two persons in aU respecta 
tqwd^ one can be properly said to be greater than the other, 
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We know of no sense in which the only True God can be^ 
called greater than Himself, 

Our author proceeds, " [n one place he" (Jesus) ** is said ta 
be a Lamb slain ; in another the Prince of Life, who only 
hath immortality." Where he found this last text I know 
not; I have never seen it in the Bible. In Acts iii. 15, 
Peter calls Jesus the Prince of Life, but so far from repre- 
senting him as the Self-Existent God who alone hath immor- 
tality, he upbraids the Jews for having killed him, and 
declares that God raised him from the dead. His words are 
"And killed ibe Prince of Life, whom God hath raised 
from the dead." And in I Tim. vi. 15, 16, 1 find it declared, 
not of Jesus, who had a mortal body, who dwelt among men, 
and was approached by them, and who was seen by hundreds 
even after his resurrection, but of Jehovah, He **the blessed 
and Only Potentate, the King of kings, and Lord of lords, 
dwelling in the light which no roan can approach unto ; 
whom no man hath seen nor can 5eg," of Him I find it 
declared " Who only hath immortality." If Jesus is called 
the Prince of life, it is also asserted that ''him hath God 
ezaltedio be a Prince," not that he was so underivedly and 
from all eternity. If he has the power of communicating 
life to o'thers, he has it not inherently, but as a gift fiom the 
Father. Thus he declares of the Father, " So hath He given 
to the son to have life in Jiimself " Thus you perceive how 
easily all these passages are reconciled, Mr. Baker's defiance 
of " man on earth and Angel in Heaven" to the contrary 
notwithstanding. 

"And now," says he, in his usual style of self-satisfaction, 
"to place the beauteous crown upon the whole, hear the 
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words of oor Blessed Saviour himself." " I am the root and 
ihe offipriQg of Ddvid^ the bright and morning star." 
*^ This is one of the most remarkable passages in all this 
Tolame: and it most cleaily, nod powerfully and beautifully 
confirms all that we have said." In imcing our author we 
have been so accustomed to meet with " walls of adamant" 
and "crowns of the whole'' and "clear, and powerful, and 
sweet and beautiful confirmations" of his doctrine, and we 
have had so frequent occasion to weigh wbat^ all these fine 
expressions amount to, that we are hardly surprized to find 
him making so much parade about one of the most simple 
and intelligible deckratioos of Scripture. Our author takes 
fer granted, what is by no means admitted^ that Jesus in call- 
ing himself the root of David, meant that he vyas " the source 
of David's being." In several instances in the Sacred 
Scriptures he is spoken of under the figure of a root, but 
BO where, we believe, in connexions which should induce us 
to regard him as the prime source of all being. In Isa. liiL 
2, he is spoken of as "a root out of a dry ground ;" and the 
same Prophet as quoted by Paul, Rom. xv. 12, says in 
nspect to him, " There shall be a root of Jesse, and he shall 
rise to reign over the Gentiles, in him shall the Gentiles 
trust" Here it is declared, that " there shall be, a root of 
Jesse," not that there icmm from all eternity a root from which 
Jesse was to spring, ihe source of Jesses being. No, the 
evident meaning is that from the seed of Jesse there shall be 
a root, which root is Christ, in whom the Gentiles were to 
trust So the obvious meaning of the declaratian of our 
Loid " I aim the root and ihe ofispring of David, the bright 
and motiiiagtstar" appears to be this; that as a lineal desceih 



y Google 



64 OB7ECTIOH8 TO TBB BOCTRINB 

dant, ID a legal point of view, from the seed of David, ha 
was his offsprings and that in his official capacity as the 
Messiah, he became the root of the choicest hopes and 
expectations of David, and of the chief glory of his house 
and people. In a like sense many a child has been exalted 
to official stations, which rendered him his father's lord, and 
a fruitful root of his prosperity and honor. With great 
propriety too, is our blessed Lord called "the bright and 
morning star," since from a Digbt of spiritual darkness he 
ushered in the glorious day of gospel light You perceive 
then, how &r-fetched aud unwarranted is the construction 
which our author urges fer this passage ; and I leave you to 
judge of the merits of a doctrine whose advocates are com- 
pelled lo bring to its support such a text, professing to regard 
it as " one of the most remarkable passages" in the Bible, 
" clearly and powerfully and beautifully*^ to confirm its truth. 
- Our author thinks his doctrine " falls beautifully in with 
the account given of our blessed Saviour whilst he taber- 
nacled here on earth." " In this account," he says, " circum- 
stances of humility, and circumstances of grandeur, are^ 
made strangely and steeetly to blend together, indicating at 
the same time both his Human and Divine nature." In the 
enumeration of particulars which follows, we see every 
thing to prove him a created, dependent, humble and obedient 
being; but we meet with nothing that exhibits him as the 
Self-Existent, Supreme God. We are willing to bring into 
view even a greater number of circumstances attending him 
than Mr. Baker has referred to, and in all, we see no evidence 
of his Supreme Divinity. We will begin with his birth ; 
TAx. Baker will say it was miraculous : so was that of Isaac 
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attd of Jk>h» the Baptiit, b«l Ate doet mat firove eitii«r to to 
tlM Uncraatod Jekovain Us it urged, that be wis called tiM 
Bom of God? Tiiis do more pro^ves hia Supreme Diviaity^ 
|Imi» k duet that of Ibe whole Jewish nation. God sAys to 
Pharaoh, Eit. ifv 22, '' larael is my son : let my son go.*' 
Agaioy be aaya, " Bribg my Mns from afar and my daugb^ 
' tars from the ends of the earlh." Again in Jer. xxzi. 9^ Hn 
aays, ^^ i am a Father to Israel, and Ephraim is mtf firs^ 
h0m" Will it be urged, that Jesus is called the form et 
image of God ? 80, itt respect to our first parents, it ia 
dedared, Gren. i. 27, '' So Qtid created man in hi$ awn image ; 
in the imagt ef €M created he him." And so, tbe new 
nan or regenerated christian, is created ** after," i. e. in^ the 
itnage of God. Thiis^ Epb. ir. 24, '* And that he put on th^ 
new man, which after Goo, is created in righteousness and 
tone holiness." 

Mr. Baker sfteato of the mieAcles of Jesus, declaring that 
ha did them "Me a Chd ;" yet he will admit, that Mosea, 
and the ancient Prophets and the Apostles performed mira- 
cles alao^and why might he not as well say that they dii 
tfaam '^ like a Oodf" Will it be said that Jesus had power 
to fi>rgire sins ? A like power was committed to the 
Apostles. Jesus said to them, "Whosoever sins ye remit, 
th«y are remitted." Does Jesus act in the office of a Judge? 
80 do hb Apostles, ibr he declares to them. Mat. xix, 28, 
" Te ^Mi sit upon twelve thrones judging tbe twelve tribes 
of Israel " And Paul demanded of his Corintfaian brethren, 
i; Or. ti. 2, 8, " Do yo not know that Saikts shall judge 
tte World % Know ye not that wb shall judge An'oxls %^ 
Now, in whattsv^ sensed this language is to be irtidersfood, it 
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•hows beyood all doubt, that beings less than a Qod will 
judge the tweltb tribes of Israel, the World, and 
even Angels. We derive, then, no more proof for the 
Deity of Jesus, from his sustaining the office of Judge, than 
we do for the Deity of the Disciples, and of Paul and his 
Corinthian converts. Finally, was Jesus raised from the 
dead into immortal glory ? A like blessed destiny awaits 
all of his true followers ; but this does not prove them to be 
God. From all this, it appears that the distinction betwixt 
Jesus and other created intelligences, lies not in the Deity of 
his nature, but in the vast superiority of the power and digni* 
ty and glory with which he is invested by the Father. 

We have now completed our examination of all the texts 
brought forward by our author in proof of his doctrine ; and 
we believe that we have accomplished what we set out to do, 
which was, to show that the Scriptures admit of a consistent 
interpretation, without introducing the swpposition of the '* two 
natures." This doctrine, then, is not necessary to the har- 
mony of the Sacred Scriptures; nor can we disoaver any val- 
uable purpose to which it is necessary. But, says our author, 
" How essential the two-fold nature of Christ is to the various 
parts of the Mediatorial work." He goes on to ask, " Sup- 
pose that Jesus were a mere man, what could bis obedience 
avail % He would have to say as we do, I am an unprofita- 
ble servant. But, according to the Scriptures, * by his obedi- 
ence shall many be made righteous/ He must, therefore, 
have a Human Nature to obey the law and a Divine Na- 
ture to give merit to his obedience^ That the obedience 
of Jesus is of paramount importance in bringing sinners to 
righteousness, and that he must have a human nature to obey 
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the law of God, are moat manifest truths ; but how it is neces- 
sary to have a Divine Nature, io give merit to hig obedience, 
we are at a loss to discover. If, by supposing Jesus to be a 
mere man, Mr. Baker means to suppose that he was a sinfid 
man, — a man in any respect disobedient, then I grant, that 
^^he would have to say as we do, I am an unprofitable ser- 
vant" But if it be true that he was tennpted in all points as 
we are, and yet without sin; if he could challenge his ene- 
mies with the demand, " Which of you convincest me of sin ?" 
if he " was faithful to Him that appointed him," would it be 
then true that he was in any wise unprofitable ? According 
to the author's own views, it was in his Human nature onlf 
that Jesus could render obedience. Now, let me ask, how 
he can make it appear, that the complete obedience of Christ, 
in his human nature, could receive any additional merit from 
the fact of his having another nature which was infinitely 
above all obedience. If the Divine Spirit so sanctified him 
as to render him capable of a complete obedience, why has not 
that obedieooe the full merit which it possibly could have, 
even, upon the supposition that Jesus possessed a Divine Na- 
ture ? Why, would not an obedience originating in, and sus- 
tained by, the continual communications of God's Spirit to 
him, be as worthy, and as sufiicient to occasion '^ many to be 
righteous," as it could be, even, on the assumption of the two- 
fold nature? I cannot see why. 

But, again, he says, '* He," (Christ,) *' must have a human 
nature to sufier, and a Divine Nature to give efficacy to his 
sufferiugs." Now, without stopping particularly to enquire 
into the nature of the Atonement, — a subject too broad for 
our present limits,— -it may be sufiicient to observe, that we 
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look upon the Mflerkigf of the Saviovr as aAOUg the JMil 
eaaential meaiuf connected with his cnisMOii, f<Mr redeeming 
the human soul from sin^ but in what way the valuisof tibeas 
ittfierings is enhanced by the doctrine of (he '* t\vo«fi)id nafi* 
ture^" we cohfsas ourselves unable lo understand. That tb« 
Divine Nature did not suffer, Mr. Baker admhs. He sayr 
•xpressly, <* But the Divine Natore cannot suffer — cannot 
be wounded for our transgressions, nor bruised for our in^ 
iqnilies." How, then, is it, that this supposed union of tm 
infinitely happy Divine Nature, has any thing to do in reuH 
daring more effectual the miseries endured onlp in the ^i^ 
man ? Why, our author opens the way for an ilhmtration of 
the matter, by asking, " If Jesos werea si^rt nuin, what sonid 
his sufferings avail ?" Now, if by the phrase, " a mere maUi" 
he means, thai Jesus wns ordained to no higher purposes^' 
was invested with no higher offices, and clothed with no 
higher authority, than are ordinary meuj than have be^ 
even the most devoted martyrs since his death, why^ in thai' 
case, we reply, that his sufferings would avsfl na more tbad: 
thdr's. But if, as we maintain, Jesos was a being vastly 
elevated above the common level of humanity f if he war 
<<cho8en," '< sanctified," and '<sent" by the Father, to be^ 
thvough sufieiingsf the Saviour of tho World, what 
m«re man-' shall presume to question the wisdom and 
power of Almighty God, to render his sufibringsi 
adequate to every purpose to which they were ordain- 
ed t I demuad most eanuistly, of Mr. Baker, or any other 
Trimlarian, to show mo any substantial reason, why tha 
Divtee NakiniB of AJmighty Qod, existing in one person^ tfaa. 
Father, would not; by its sanctifying communicatiens^ be 
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able to impart as much dignity and efficacy to the obedience 
and sufferings of the human nature of Jesus, as it could be 
supposed to do, were it even to exist in the << mysterious 
union," which he and his brethren advocate? 

I am not much in the habit of breathing defiance to men 
on £arth ; still less, to Angels in Heaven ; but if I were so, 
I know of no question which I would sooner, taking up the 
language of our author, '* defy any man on Earth, or any 
Angel in Heaven," rationally and satisfactorily to answer, 
than the one I have just proposed. And if this question be un* 
answerable, it must be plain, that the doctrine of the two-fold 
nature in Jesus is not essential to any part of his Mediatorial 
work. But, our author appears to imagine, that he has hit 
upon an illustration which shows, niost clearly, "how the 
sufferings of the human nature can be stamped with so much 
value," by its " mysterious unfon" with the " Divine Nature," 
which " cannot suffer." With his wonted confidence, he 
says, " There need be no difficulty. Here is a clod of earth. 
In that form you may strike it about at your pleasure; no 
harm done. But let this clod of earth be formed into the 
body of a man — let it be united to the soul of a roan, a Prince, 
a King, or a Conqueror ; and, verily, you may not now 
strike it about at your pleasure ! Who does not see that an 
injury done to that clod of earth, in its new form as united to 
the soul of a man, a Prince, a King, or a Conqueror, is to all 
intent and purposes the same as an iujury done to the soul of 
that man, that Prince, that King, or that Conqueror?" And, 
let f»eadd, by way of reply, who does not see a plain reason 
for this? Who does not see, that blows inflicted upon a man's 
body, afiect the happiness of his soul ? Who does not see, that 
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the and of ftam tan sufer^ and actually dof^ st^er, by %h» 
injaries done to its body ? Who does not see, that the principles 
of self-iove and self-protection, render the soul keenly alive to 
any violence offered to its material tabernacle? And who docs 
not see, that were it not for these facts, that if, for instance, the 
Mtman soul were so constituted, ihat it ^' could not suffer." 
neither from a sjrmpathy with animal pains, nor from appre- 
hensions of personal danger, nor from a sense of indignity, 
•and bitter resentment of insult, — who does not see, I demand, 
that, in this case, the soul of a man would receive as little in- 
jury from the striking of his body,' as from the disturbance of 
the plainest clod of earth in his garden? How, then, does it 
appear, that, because the soul of man which can and does suff&t 
in the sufferings of its body, receives an injury from the inju- 
ries done to its body, therefore, " by virtue of the union of the 
Divine Nature" which " cannot suffer" with the Human, 
"the sufferings of the Human, are, as if they were the suf- 
ferings of the Divine. Nature r If such a conclusion, from 
such premises, is not utter nonsense, 1 know not what is. 

Our author proceeds to say, " It is the altar which sancti- 
fies the gift. The very words of Christ liimself." But, ob- 
serve, it is not "the very words of Christ himself," that he has 
a Divine nature, which "cannot suffer," and that, the circum* 
stance of his having such a nature, sanctifies the sufferings 
endured only by his human nature. No, we have never 
learned that our blessed Redeemer ever said any thing of this 
import. And, I ask again, for one solid reason to show why 
the Infinite Spirit, existing, as we believe Him to exist, in 
One Undivided Person, the Fathkr, and confining his 
dwelling place to no one single tabernacle of clay, cocdd 
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BOt, by the communications of His gracious influences as 
efiectually sanctify the gift of Christ's sufferings, to the salva* 
tton of men, as He could be supposed to do,, even on the 
assumption of the "two-fold natures." Let i he purposes of 
these sufferings be what they may, Mr. Baker has presented 
nothing to satisfy us, that, these purposes might not be as 
TULLY answered without^ as icith the supposed uii/ion. 

I now demand the production of a single text from, the 
Sacred Volume, which states, that the sacrifice of an Infinite 
Being is required for the sdvation of man. I cannot find 
one. Our author has not presented on». He, indeed, quotes, 
«« It behooved Christ to suffer." " Ought not Christ to have 
suffered these things?" "Without the shedding of blood 
there is no remission," &c. But neither of these passages 
declares, that, "it behooved the Infinite God lo suffer;" 
neither demands, " ought not the Divine Nature to have 
suffered these things?" neither affirms that, " without the 
shedding of the blood of the Supreme Being^ there is no 
remission." No, nor betwixt the lids of the Bible, is there 
a solitary declaration, that, the Divine Justice, ever required 
an Infinite Sacnfice. Declarations of this character are to 
be found in human creeds^ " the work of men^s hands^^ but 
rw^in this Word of God. 

Our author then has failed to show, that Infinite Sufferings 
were ever required; and if required, he has fiiiled to show thai 
they were endured by Jesus Christ He has expressly^ 
admitted, that, ^Hhe Divine Nature cannot suffer, cannot 
be wounded for our transgressions, nor bruised for our imqui'^ 
ties." So thot the Infinite Atonement, so much dwelt upon, 
by our Trinitarian brethren, is, after all, upon their own^ 



d*by Google 



1% OBJBOTIONf TO THB DOCTRINB 

admiasions, in effect^ reduced down to just what we believe 
to be, the simple truth ; that not God, but, a created, depea- 
dant, finite, and mortal being, suffered and died for sinful 
man ; and that God has ordained this suffering and death of 
Jesus, to be an efl^tual means in the hands of His infinite 
grace for the redemption of sinners from sin and misery, to 
holiness and happiness. 

Mr. Baker thinks he discovers another necessity for his 
doctrine. He says, of Christ, that, he must have a Human 
Nature, to hvve a brother's heart, ond that he has *' a Divine 
Nature to Iiave an Almighty Arm" We cordially agree 
with him, that, " we need a Saviour that can come near 
and not overwhelm us ; one that can be touched with a feel- 
ing of our infirmities; having been tempted in all points, like 
88 we are, yet without sin. Such a Mediator, we poor child- 
len of the dust, do greatly need." Indeed, his reflections upon 
the sympathy, the tenderness, and condescension of Jesus are 
all admirable. We rejoice with him, that our blessed Re- 
deemer '' has a human nature to sympathise with us." But 
when he speaks of the necessity of his having " a Divine 
Nature to succor, and to save us," he is transcending, as it 
appears tQ us, the authority of the Divine Testimony. We 
can conceive of no such necessity. We regard our Saviour 
as having a brother's heart, filled with ail the afiection which 
we have just seen attributed to his Human Nature, and, at the 
aainetime, wo believe, that, God has invested him with every 
power necessary to our aid and salvation. And with these 
views, we rely upon him for succor and salvation, with as 
nuch confidence as we possibly could do, under the influence 
of any views whatever. 
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There is, yet, another consideration, which seems in the 
author's eyes to stamp importance upon his doctrine ; and that 
is, that it furnishes " an unansvrerahle argument for the truth 
of the Christian religion." << Such a doctrine" he affirms, 
" unrevealed, could never have entered the mind of men, or 
Angels?"* If it is to be supposed, that the more incompre- 
hensibility and apparent absurdity a doctrine carries with it 
to our understandings, the greater is the evidence, that it is 
not of human origin, but that it must be a revelation from 
Heaven, why then we may justly suppose, that the divinity of 
the doctrine in question rests on the very firmest foundations 
imaginable. On the same grounds, a Roman Catholic might 
claim the strongest proof for the Divine origin of his doctrine 
of Transubstanliation, and affirm, that it furnishes the most 
unequivocal evidence of the truth of the Christian religion. 
With like propriety might he assert, " Such a doctrine, unre- 
vealed, could never have entered the mind of men or Angels I" 
It is, indeed, a mournful reality, that we do find many doctrines 
of wide prevalence so manifestly absurd, that to a considerate 
understanding, it would be still more mournful for the interests 
of religion, if the conclusion should prevail, that all the wild 
vagaries which have rioted in the distempered brains of 
religious fanatics, have, in their very strangeness, and 
remoteness from human reason, a sufficient evidence that 
they came as revelations from Qod. Now, of all the false 
doctrines which frail men have attributed to the Sacred Scrip- 
tures, I know not of one more thoroughly adapted to bewilder 
the intellect, and to stagger the faith of investigating minds, 
than is that of the " two natures," including the whole " mfs-^ 

* See page 23, of hiB Sermoa. 
7 
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Urff of the Trinity." I know not of qm, which baa been a 
more efficient and fmitfiil source of ecepticiBin wad of confirm- 
ed infidelity. 

However it may be with Mr. Baker and his brethren, ss 
for tt5, toe find so many other arguments which we deem 
unanswerable, for the truth of the Christian religion, io 
doctrines plainly revealed, that we have no disposition io 
invent the '< mystery of the two-fold nature," for the purpose 
of being able to wage a more successful warfare with 
infidels. 

Before concluding the present general division of my dis* 
course, I deem it not unsuitable to remark, that, the doctrine of 
the " two natures," gives no additional authority to the teach- 
ings of Jesus. It invests the truth he has declared, with no 
sitronger claims upon our confidence,-^with no greater power 
over our souls, to maintain that the Divine Nature formed a 
part of his being, than it does, to hold with us, that although 
this Divine Nature did not form a part of his being, 
yet, existing in the Person of the Father, It dictated to the 
Mediator, all that he uttered, and performed. We look upon 
his authority, indeed, as delegated authority; but, being de- 
legated from God Himself, it is the authority of GoP:. 
He spake not of himself, but by dictation from the Si^reme 
Being. The wisdom, therefore, which he manifested, is the 
wisdom of God ; the precepts he delivered, are the precepts 
of God; his cautions, and warnings, and reproo&, and threat- 
enings, are the cautions, and warnings, and reproofs, and 
threatenings of God ; his promises, the promises of God ; and 
his example is the practical righteousness of God. The 
councils he gives, the fears beoxcites, the hopes he inspires, — 
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HI finOy idl the tartttfas which he utken, are to be aa iniilliUy 
relied upon, as thej ekeuld be, if they were addreased to ut 
by the Sternal Father in his own Infinite Pevzon. A more 
competent avthority than this, cannot be recognized in hia 
religion, by any lystem whatever. 

Thne have we patiently gone through, with what we be» 
lieve to be, a &ir and candid consideration of the several 
ends, to which our author deems his doctrine important 
That dodtmie, lloite attempted to show, isinotoolyam^rtf 
Mqpponlitfn, a nun astumptipn of unin8]»red men^ but that 
it n a sopposition, an aseumption, which is aot necessarily 
implied by atiy rqiresentation adduced by our author from 
the Sacred Volume; that it is uaoeccssary to the harmony of 
the Sttcred Scriptures; that it even serres greatly to increase 
the difficoky of understanding them; that it is unnecessary to 
any part of Christ's Mediatorial work ; unnecessary to give 
merit to hlTobedience, efficacy to his eufierings, or authority 
to his teachings. How far I have succeeded, in what I set 
oc* to do^ you, my candid hearers, are left to judge, i am 
now arrived at the close of what I designed to say under h e 
bead of my third objection. Several important particulars 
remain to be advanced. 

/ QBJEOT, rovRTKXT, to the doctrine, ^ tkiU Jesus Chria^ 
as Mediator, fosusses taw natura, ihs Divine and Human^ 
tnmpsierious yei all harm&niims uni&n*^ tb«t, as applied by 
TrinitaTians, it is subvemive of ail our consistoit conc^iona 
of that fundamental article of all true religion, Thb Unity 
09 GeiK To maintain diat the Father is the Infinite God^ 
and that there is another Feiion, distinct from Him who k 
likewise an Infiaito God, we say, is, in effect, to iioH to a 
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pluralUf of Crods. We know that our opposere ptoiess as 
deep coDcem for the unity of the Deity as we do. Bot, 
whilst they profess this, in one hreath, we say, they, in effect, 
deny it in another. We cannot poasibly conceiye of any 
greater absurdity, than that with which they are chargeable, 
when in connexion with the doctrine of thrbb tbrsohs, 
each of whom is God, they profess to believe that there is bat. 
one God. 

. Our author, however, seems to think that he has found out 
a way of stating the casej which reconciles all apparent in- 
consistency, solves the entire difficulty, and renders the whole 
matter, at which he confesses ^^ some have stumbled," quite 
plain and intelligible. It may be well enough, in passing, 
to take a brief view of his statement and mode of demonstra- 
tion. With that boldness of assertion, which we have had so 
frequent occasion to notice in his Sermon, he begins, ^^ Now 
I affirm, and can demonstrate, that it does not involve the 
shadow of an absurdity ; for when we say that there are three 
persons in the Godhead, the Father, the Son, and the Holy 
Ghost — and these three are one God, the same in substance, 
equal in power and glory, observe! we do not say that they 
are three in the same sense^ in which they are otu — nor one 
in the same sense in which they are three. This would be 
an absurdity. But, we say, in one sense Three — ^in another 
One. Is there any thing incredible in this % By no means: 
rain, hail and snow are three distinctions of one and the same 
element; and although I would not say that rain is hail, nor 
that hail is snow, yet I will say, what I have a right to say, 
and what is manifestly true — ^in substance they are one, pre- 
senting three distinctions. Even so, in the unity of the God« 



y Google 



OF TWO If ATURES IK CXKI8T. 77 

head. Although I would not say that the Father is the Son, 
nor the Son the Holy Ghost, yet I will say, what I have a 
right to say, and what is certainly a great Bible truth — ^in es- 
sence they are one, in distinction three.'' Another illustra- 
tion, which he introduces for the same purpose, is, that ^'Man 
consists of three distinctions — body, soul and spirit." " By 
the body," he continues, " we understand the material frame ; 
by the soul, the animal life, which we have in common with 
the brutes that perish ; and by the spirit, (usually called the 
soul,) thei mmortal principle. Now, here we perceive a three- 
fold existence, not only in union, but in unity. This roan writes 
a letter ; the hand, the material frame, grasps the pen ; the 
soul, the animal life, animates the hand,^-<-and the spirit, the 
immortal principle dictates the letter.""^ 

It is the case with some men, my hearers, that they have a 
most convenient faculty, when they come athwart a dif&culty 
which they cannot remove, of raising around it such a cloud 
of dust, as may serve to hide it from minute inspection, and so 
&r confuse the sight of spectators, that, without further exam- 
ination, they may be led to take a downright affirmation, that 
there is no difficulty in the way, for truth. An ingenious ar- 
rangement of words may be sometimes successful in hiding 
from observation, the deformities of a system ; but it can nev- 
er convert absurdity into consistency, nor error into truth. 

The author would have us think, that he takes away from 
his doctrine ail inconsistency, when he simply declares of the 
Father, Son, and Holy G-host, that, in one sense they are 
three, in another, one. Now, as it appears to me, it would 
not relieve it from absurdity in the least, if he could even find 

■ ■! ■ I I I I ^ I III II ^ 

* See note on page 10 of Mr. Baker's Sermon* 
7» 



y Google 



78 01I1B0TION8 TO T«l DOqT«Ill« 

ten thottsand senses in which he might call tbese three persona 
one, Paul mforms U8, that, " God hath made of €me blood, 
ail nations of men." If he had then added, '^ all men are, 
therefore, one in respect to a comoHm origin and nature, there 
would have been no absurdity in it But if he had said, oH 
the men that dwell upon the iace of the earth, are <fjUf a»# 
man, our understandings would have revolted from thiSj as 
from an absurdity. So, when he sf^eaks ef himself and 
ApoUoa as being one, in their gospel labors, we meet with 
nothing absurd. But, if he had said, that he and ApoUoa 
were aju and the same being f^^-one and the same man^ hm 
declaration would have shocked us as a falsehood. We will 
even suppose the case, that three men should be, in all respecti 
aiy^e, and equal the one to the other,-"-all equally endowed, 
and all engaged in precisely the same business. We might 
say of them, if we choose, these three are one^^in nature, in 
intellectual and moral qualities, in physical make, and inoccu- 
pation ; but we could not say, with truth, these three men are 
one and the same man,—- <one and the same individual being. 
So, even admitting that there were three distinct persons, each 
of whom was a God, and admitting too, that they all had a 
common nature, aud that they were, in all respects alike, and 
equal the one to the other. — what would it all prove % Why, 
plainly, that there were three Gbds. Now, though you should 
think proper to call these three Gods onb, in ten thousand 
senses, yet you could not say, without absurdity, that theae 
three Gods were onb and the Same CSod. Go mto the hea^ 
then mytbok>gy, and you will find an abundance of distinct 
persons of whom you might say, in respect to many particulars, 
they are one^ but this does not shield the heathen from the 
charge of worshipping a plurality of Gods. 
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A polyiheist might declare, that his anny of Gods all had a 
conoion celestial nature, and tha^ altboogh, they certainly 
were distinct persons, en^ged in different offices, yet all to* 
gather, they were to be regarded as forming the one immense 
mass of Divine SWsence which controls all the destinies of the 
universe. Thus he might urge, " in substance — in essence 
-—they are one, in distinction"- — 'perhaps, thirty thov- 
aANn. Bat all this would &il to convince a christian, that 
this quibling sophist was not a polytheist. All this would 
£ul to convince him, that there was not even the shadow of 
an absurdity, in his af&rming, that whilst he worshipped a 
number of distinct persons, each of whom he called God, ha 
believed in and worshipped only one God. 

Now, I can scarcely imagine how the benighted pagv^ 
would be able to frame janguage, more directly conveying 
the idea of distinct Deities, than that made use of by Trini- 
tarians in their ascriptions to each of the thrbb distinct 

PBBSONS. 

For, in the first place, whal are we to understand by " three 
distinct persons," other than three distinct individual beingSi 
each having a mind, — a consciousness and will peculiar to 
himself? If the terms used have any definite meaning at all, 
I should like to have it explained, what else they can mean. 
In the second place, each of these persons considered ky hin^ 
$df separately, is held for|h as a complete,— -a perfect God. 
If either were supposed to be wanting in any perfection which 
constitutes the Pbbfbct Onb Only Trvb God, then, it ia 
plain, He would be less than Infinite, less than God, and con- 
sequently not God. 

In the third place, each is oa.llbD) stpurately by kitMelf^ 
Gop* Thu8» we Jiiear of God the Father, and God the Son, 
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and God the Holy Ghost. In the fourth place, each is a dis- 
tinct object of worship. Thus, we hear devotion now paid to 
God the Father, then to God the Son, and then to God the 
Holy Ghost And, finally, each is represented as invested 
with distinct offices, and as performing distinct individual 
acts. 

Thus, we continually hear them represented as loving one 
another, as holding conversations together, as entering into 
mutual agreements, as acting distinct parts, and fulfilling 
distinct duties. The Father is angry; the son takes it upon 
himself to appease his anger ; the Holy Ghost is a minister 
of sanctification and consolation. The Father chooses ; the 
Son is chosen. The Father sends ; the Son is sent Now, 
how could you possibly express the distinction betwixt any 
&ree individuals in the Universe, more fully than that of the 
three persons of the Trinity is here expressed? [ cannot 
see how. If each of them is called a distinct person — ^if 
each considered separately by himself is regarded as a com- 
plete, a perfect God — if each when separately spoken of, is 
called God — ^if each is separately worshipped as a God — ^if 
each performs separate acts as a God — and if it would not be 
proper, a? our author admits that it would not be, to " say that 
the Father is the Son, nor the Son the Holy Ghost"— if all this 
b so, is it not just as evident as that three units are three, that 
" these three distinct persons amount to three distinct Gods ?" 
I can conceive of nothing more evident. So long then, as 
we have any confidence in Arithmetic, or in commoa sense, 
we must regard it as utterly absurd to maintain that these three 
are one and the same God. But let us follow the author's 
demonstration — ^^ Rain, hail and snow are three distinctions 
of one and the same element, — in substance, they are one, 
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prcsentiDg three distinctions." Now, if be believed that God 
was one great mass of divine mind, of wbich the Father 
composed one-third, the Son a second third, and the Holy 
Ghost the remaining third, there would be propriety and force 
in his comparison. He might say for instance, to render the 
matter a little plainer, " I hold in my hand a vessel containing 
one pound of one and the same element. Observe 1 however, 
that in this one pound of one and the same clement, there are 
presented three distinctions— one is rain, the other is hail, and 
the other is snow. Each of these is but one third of a pound; 
All three, therefore, make but one pound. Even so with the 
union and unity of the Supreme Being. He is one ; in 
essence one, numerically one. Yet in this one God arelhree 
distinctions — ^the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost. All 
these consist of one and the same essence, and each being a 
third part of the one God, all together form but one God," 
But, suppose he should point to three different vessels — one 
containing a pound of rain, another a pound of hail, and a 
third a pound of snow, and should say, that these three pounds 
present three distinctions of one and the same element. In 
essence all three are one ; but this is not all, — these three 
pounds together make but one pound. " Although I would 
not say that rain is hail, nor that hail is snow, yet I will say 
what I have a right to say, and what is manifestly true," that 
^ not only ^< in substance they are one, presenting three distinc- 
tions," but also, that either pound by itself is equal in weight 
to that of all three pounds together, and that therefore all three 
pounds together make but one and the same pound. If he 
had said this, you would have seen an absurdity in it at once, — 
but let me ask if it would not have been a true parallel to 
his views of the Trinity? Does he not believe that the threa 
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persDDt are not odIj odo k esseoee, but that each peraoB ia 
eqaal to tha whole Qodhead— m a word, that three distkiot 
iodmdiials, «Bch of whom ia a perfect Qod, conatitate hot one 
and the aame indiyidnal and perfect God. 

Thia certainly ia the aam and aubstance of the doctrine ef 
the Trnity ; and if this does not inrol ve an absBrdity, whal 
in the Universe doeat We cannot think our author \wf 
fortunate in his next attempt at a parallel, which is, in the 
Bnion of soul, body, and spirit, in man. These separately, af« 
bat parts of one individual man. Neither of these parts by 
itself, would constitute what we commonly understand by a 
man. It do more approaches an absurdity to say that these 
several parts of our nature unite in forming one person, than 
it does to say that flesh, bones and blood unite to form one hi^ 
man body. But if we should aay that three distinct human 
souls make but one and the same soul, or that three distinct 
human bodies make but one and the same body, we should be 
guilty of asserting an absurdity not unlike that of calling 
three distinct infinite persons one and the same Infinite God. 
Bat, I have dwelt longer upon this division of my diaeourse 
than I had designed. I trust, that from what has appeared, 
even in these few remarks, you will be led with me to the 
conclusion, that every argument which is fetal to a plurality 
of Gods, is alike fetal to the doctrine of the Trinity.* 

* It may be proper to romind the reader, that the terma Trinity, 
Triane God, three persona in one God, Ac, are not to be met with 
iatbe Bible. Nor does it contain the ezpreaaions in relation to the 
Godhead, of firat person, or aecond person, or third person. Nor de 
we read in Revelation, the phrases God the Son, and God the Holy 
Spirit, bat invariably the Son of God, and the Spirit of God, or the 
Holy Spirit. Those expression are all of aninspired, creed making 
arigiii. 
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I OBJECT, FirrHLT, to the doctrine, <^ that Jetus Chrui 
as Mediatory assesses two natwreSy the Divine and Human, 
in mysterious, but all karmonifiw tmion ;" that it goes direct- 
ly to implicate the honesty of our Lord, to throw obscurity 
and confusion over his most explicit teachings, and thereby to 
destroy the proper influence of his precepts and example. 
This, I am aware, is a most serious charge \ and nothing 
could have induced me to bring it forward, but a thorough 
conviction that it is justly founded, and that it carries with it 
great force. Let me select, out of many, one or two instances 
only, for illustration. Jesus says, " I can of mine own self 
do nothing." John v. 30. He says this in the most unq^ili- 
fied manner. He no where intimates, that by his own self^ 
is to be understood only a very inferior part of himself The 
declaration is as full and positive as any declaration can be. 
What, then, could he have expected us to understand from his 
words, other than that he was entirely dependent upon anoth- 
er Being for all his power? If, then, it is in any sense true, 
that he was the Omnipotent Jehovah, did he utter the 
simple unequivocal truth, when he declared, " Of mine own 
self I can do nothing?*^ Did he not use language most di- 
rectly adapted to convey to others an erroneous impresaon,— 
in regard, too, to a most important subject 1 And was this 
such plain, honest dealing, as we ought to have expected 
Qrom his guileless lips ? 

But, again, he says, "But of that day, and that hour, knoto- 
Hh no man, no, not the Angels which are in Heaven, neither 
tiie Son, but ky Father onl^f^ Mark xiii. 32. Now, if 
in any sense it is true, that the Son is the Omniscient God, 
could it be also true, that there was any thing which he did 
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Dot know ? that there was a day and an hour of which he 
was ignorant ? Admit that he had two, or, if you please, two 
hundred natures, and yet, if, in either of these^ he knew all 
things, would it be true, that there was any day, hour, or 
event, of which he did not know % To us, it seems not 
Suppose, for instance, that Mr. Baker had a neighbor who 
was an eye and an ear witness to certain important transac- 
tions; and that he should call him into a court of justice to 
give his testimony <conceming them. And suppose that the 
witness should solemnly declare that he knew nothmg of 
them. Suppose that he should arraign the witness with the 
charge of perjury, for having denied a knowledge of what 
he must have been perfectly well acquainted with. And 
suppose him to reply, thus, " Sir, it is very true, that I 
did know of those transactions, and, it is also true, that I 
testified that I did not know of them. But you do me great 
wrDng to accuse me of perjury. I do affirm, and can 
demonstrate, that there is not even the shadow of peijury or 
falsehood, or any thing at all inconsistent with the most plain 
and honest dealing in the world, in any thing to which I 
have testified. For, you ought to be aware, that I derive my 
knowledge through five distinct senses. Now when I bore 
witness that I did not know of those transactions, I did not 
really know of them, for it is certain, that through the 
senses of seeing and hearing £ did obtain a perfect knowl- 
edge of them. No, sir, all I meant to say, and, surely, 
no good, christian could possibly mistake my meaning, 
was, that I did not become acquainted with them through the 
medium of my other senses. For instance, I did not acquire 
the knowledge, either by smelling, tasting, or feeling." 
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Woald such a reply satisfy our author that this neigh* 
bbr was a frank, honest, unsophisticated man 1 Surely 
not. But what better plea do the advocates of the '* Two Na- 
tures" put up for our Lord, when they say, that there are two 
distinct natures, which, together, constitute the Son, and that^ 
although it is certain, that the Son, in the exercise of the attri- 
butes of one of these natures did possess a perfect knowledge 
of the day, and hour, of which he spake, yet he might, with 
the most unequivocatlng veracity, declare that he did not know 
of them, since he had also another nature, which of itself 
would be insufficient to make him acquainted with every 
thing. 

Or, if you do not like this illustration, take another. Our 
author says, *' Speaking, for example, of this man, I say he 
has flesh, bones and blood. These are not the attributes pf 
the soul, but of the body." " Again, speaking of the very 
same individual, I affirm that he has memory, will and un- 
derstanding — these belong not to the body, but to the soul." 
Now, my hearers, suppose that this same individual knew of 
important facts which had occurred upon a certain day and 
hour, and upon being called upon to testify of them, he should 
reply, " of that day and hour I am utterly ignorant, I know 
nothing at all concerning the events of which you speak." 
Would it save his character for veracity, if he should after- 
wards undertake to justify himself for declaring what was not 
true, by remindinjg you that he had a body as well as a soul 
and by asserting, that, although in his highest nature, — in his 
soul, he cettainly did know what he had professed to be igno. 
rant of, yet, in saying that he was ignorant of that day and 
bour^ he only meant to say, that his inferior nature, — his 
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body, — his flesh,— boqes, — ^and blood, did not know pf them 9 
Ypu seem astonished, but I ask again, what better ^plea thaa 
this is put up for the honesty of our blessed Lord, by. those 
who regard him as the Omniscient God % I can conceive of 
none better. 

I do beseech our Trinitarian brethren, ipany of whom I 
know would be as unwilling as we are, to advance any thing 
which they saw would reflect discredit upon the immaculate 
Redeemer, — I beseech them seriously to reflect upon what ■ 
seem to us the necessary consequences resuhing to his charac* 
ter,from their doctrine. Let them reflect, too, upon the alarm- 
ing countenance which such views of Christ's example is 
naturally adapted to afibrd to the use of mental reservations 
SQd various equivocal modes of expression. If he is supposed to 
have recognized it as a just principle in hi^nself, to say things . 
having a direct bearing upon a most important dofctrine, 
which are utterly false, except upon the supposition of an un- 
expressed qualification, — of a mental reservation, why may . 
not his followers recognize like principles as just in theo^l; 
And how can we be certain that he did not carry the sara^. 
principle into bis other teachings, as well as into those deplar. 
rations which we have just noticed 9 How can we |be sure^ . 
that beneath his most.apparently explicit statements, upon al- 
most any subject, there was not some hidden reservation pf hia , 
mind, which, if expressed, would give an entirely new com- 
plexion to the meaning of his words 7 You discover, how 
derogatory to Jesus, how licentious in , its moral influence, 
and how embarrassing .to our .enquiries for Christian troth, 
is the principle of interpretation upon which the doctrine of 
the " two natures'* is built. 
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^AxA now; I beg y^u to pause, ind take a dfiidid vi^wof tftift 
H^ieme ub&i'mess of the grdalnds assumed by Triniiari^di^ 
'for tbe defilDce of their system. They brmg tip' k few' iscat* 
fered -oW^re^'aofd iosul&ted texts. I isiay k few— for after a!l, 
the- passages upon which the j place any tbitag likeatote^ably 
Mtoag reliai^de for ihie i^upport of the Trinity, ate by kio 
Ihtian^ infoierGfus. To'tbese texts they give an interpreCatioIti 
td'suit their vie^^s. We theet them, by showing that'tbeke 
tjgttis iJmit bf a very different GonstTUction. They. affirm 
tliat tbi^r inierjpret^tlbn is the only true 6tie. We belidVe 
lis iriticli' for bats. T^eitbiBr party is inspired; neither' infa lit 
Me Tbeniere affirmation of the Unitarian, is, therefore, juist 
as'gdod 'as Ibiat bf ibe Triiiii^riiih. Thns &r, we will slip. 
]^<Asfe, ' the contro verify to hang equally 1)a1anced. To what 
li&tist we appeal for a decision ? There are but twb r^rtis— ^ 
to reason, lind'to the-^eTier^rrstrain of teachitig in the ^acfed 
Scri^Utes. 'Well, we appeal to reason; and they ackhbwl- 
Mge' that their doctrine borrows not a single ray of ' evidehiie 
ftbmh; 'they admit that ills all a^niystery. But all tbi'd, 
fiflty tbi^y; iVails nbtbitig; fdr reason iis iibrhal iaind dangerous, 
Cltid b^s'notUiiig'to do with bur religious faith. We then ap- 
^r to ifae indst plain and current teachings of the ^ible. 
We isip^ai to tipwards of three thousand texts, all df whicH 
We believe to 'be 'Iiicbnisisteht 'With their views. Amoti^iit 
Aese, we point out Upwards of three hundred, whefeJn the 
Son is'declared positively, and by ihe clearest implication, to 
be Subordinate to the Father, deriving tiis being f rota Hirtt, 
tectiiving from Him kll his authority and power, and kctlfa^ 
wholly In accordcinke with His cdmmandments. Such a 
wdg'ht'of teHtimbny, we cbnidhd, ought to decide the pdint in 
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•or &?or. How do they meet ust Do they deny the Di* 
Tine authority of the testimooy we bring 9 No : they admil 
it all. But, they invent the doctrioe that Jesus is in one na^ 
ture^ Qod| and in another, man. I say they invent it, — they 
mfpose it, — they assume it ; for, when we ask them for their 
authority, they do not pretend that they can lay their finger 
upon a single text which states it. What, then, is the import 
of all this management? In plain language does it not 
amount to this ? " Our opinions must be, and shall be sup- 
ported, at all hazarda You may bring all the arguments ia 
the Uniyerse against them, and we will tell you that humao 
reason has nothing to do with the maUer. And as to the 
Scriptures, though you should bring ten thousand texts more 
than you do, we could evade them all. For, we have inveni^ 
ed a principle of interpretation, which shelters us from all at* 
tack in that quarter. We have assumed a principle, which 
not only sets aside, from us, the &rce of everything that Je- 
sus has said of bis inferiority to the Father, but every thing 
which he possibly could say. For, though he had declared 
ten thousand times, in the most explicit terms that could be 
formed from human language, that he was not the Supreme 
God, though the same expressions were echoed and reechoed 
by Prophet and Apostle, from beginning to end of the Bibla, 
what would it all avail ? We should only have to say, ' this 
was spoken of his human nature merely j' and all controver* 
sy is at an end." I am not surprised that our author, in view- 
ing such a bulwark for his creed, should exclaim, " If it be a 
mystery, it is a charming, blessed mystery, full of sweetness 
as well as full of wonder." It must certainly be admitted to 
be full of wonder ; and to our opposers it answers *' a ohaim* 
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ing" purpose to shelter their favorite system from the power 
of even the most positive and frequeot declarations of Qod't 
word. 

Our author was mistaken, when he said, in reference to ^ 
his construction of certain texts, " he that can by his power 
break down these walls of adamant, or by his ingenuity can 
undermine^or scale them, can do any thing" We honestly 
believe that we have shown those ^ walls of adamant" to af* 
ford no security whatever for his doctrine ; but there are 
many things which we cannot, which we dare not do. In 
several respects we lack the moral ability — the daringness of 
our Trinitarian brethren. We cannot, we dare not handle 
the most unequivocal and frequent declarations of God's word, 
as they do. In boldness of assertion, in fertility of invention, 
in suppositions and assumptions, and in what appears to us a 
headlong trampling over the most manifest dictates of com* 
mon sense, and the plainest proo& of Scripture, we cannot 
keep pace with them, and we are in nowise emulous of con- 
test. 

I now invite your serious and candid attention to the con- 
cluding division of my subject. I am hastening to a most 
important topic ; one which must fix the decision of the great 
question before us, and one on which I rely, for the justness 
of my cause, with more confidence, than upon all other con« 
siderations. 

J OBJECT, THEN, SIXTHLY and finally, to the doctrine, that 
*< Jesus is in one nature the Supreme God," that it wars with 
the most plain and positive declarations, and with the current 
strain of the Sacred Scriptures. I have had, indeed, in the 
course of the preceding remarks, frequent occasion to allude 
8* 
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\0 this fiict ; but, leat I m^y be acpuaed of merely asBUouog ia* 
|te^4 of prpvip; U, { de^m it important tp l^y before yoq, in 
a collected and sammary form, a train of expressions co^- 
qerniog qur Saviour, runoiog th,rottgka groi^t portion of the 
JBible. 

I wish, iiQwever, to premiae % single reioark. If it b^ 
(rue that J^us is in one 99>^are Qod, you will perqeive that 
this is infinitely the most remarks^ble fact ^ppertainijag to hin 
blatory. Every thing cel^tiog (o him as a overe man, dwins 
41es into comparative ioaignificaooe* If the Eternal Jehova)j^ 
i^as boro of a wfotaan, if He inhabited the body of an iofafft| 
a^nd, in a hu 1119.9 form, mov^ Cpmiliarly a^mong men — qi ^\l 
the wonders which e^rth has witqes^ed, this cext^ioly vviui 
the mo8f. astpoishing. Wben, therefore, thp Holy Bards of 
Judea foretold the coming; of the Messiah, if they regarded 
him a^ ii^oni^. nature the God of Abrahsun, Is^c ai^d Jac^Qb, i| 
would be the last thiog that we should lo(>k for, for them ^ 
lo9p sight of this momeitfous truth. We should most mitu,-* 
rally expect this to be a prominent — an all-absorbing theiQ^ 
lyith th^m. And 13(^0^ et e3pe<>ially if ^ belief of it were regard- 
ed by them, e^ it is by it|9 advocates in oiir day, as ei^eutial-r 
^, indeed, in^i^emable tp saly^tlpp, we should e^qjfftct thepK 
to guard their langqage o^ this he«^d», from all pp^ble vm-. 
construction. Least of ^11^ should we expect to find in thei^ 
writings numerous expressions eminently calculate to coff^ 
yey a different impression. We §hpuld expept to fipd i^is 
t,he ^reat ai|d lef^dj^ ti^uth, istanding forth, to vietv in unque^. 
tfpnable ct^^r^ctei;^, through the whole line of prophepy, from 
the page, of Moses tp tha( of Malachi, th^t the God of ttheii^ ^- 
tli^p WHS to visit th^ e^ a^ tjip Mei^ of thp^r Palip^ 
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im4 the S^yiour of the World. A like care we should ex* 
peQt tp be exhibited in the writings of his chosen historiims. 
^U Hm, I aiB sure, you will ^gree, we should most rational- 
ly and justly look for. Now, hoiv does tbe case stand 7 Let 
i)a cwlidly and failbfully enquire. I will begin with th^ 
prediction of Moses. " l^he Lord thy God wiU raise wp ua- 
. to thee a Prtyphtt^ from the .midst of thee, of thy brethren^ 
^ke unto m^ ; unto him s^l ye hearken. And the Lord 
Hftid unto me I wiU raise ihevi up a Prophet from among 
their bretbxen, like %%io thee ; and I wUl put my words into 
bjfs mouth, and he shall apeak unto them aU that I shall 
command bm" Deut. jcyiii. 15, 17, 18. 

Here ia predicted a Prophet like unto Moses, radsed wp 
from among his brethren^ uttering the things which Qo4 
i^pmmanded biin* Is thi^ language descriptive of t^e Infinite 
J^Uovah) Would Moses have called, without any qualifi- 
cation whatever, a Being whom he regarded as his Makss, 
f^ Prophet like unto him ? * Would be have represented the 
{Eternal Qod as having brethren — ^as being raised up frotoa 
i^mong tbem — as having words put into his mouth— and aa 
speaking what hewc^ cotnpianded to speak? Surely not^ 
If then Jesus was the Supreme Grod, this prophecy does not 
apply to him. But Peter, in the third chapter of Afiis^ as* 
9Hres his brethren'thaj it does apply to his Master, and is 
completely fulfilled in him. His words are, "For^ Mosea 
truly said vnto the fathers, a Prophet ^ball the Lofd your 
Gpd raise up unto you of yoqr brethren like unto me; hiogi 
shall ye hear in all things, whatsoever be shall say unto you»'« 
He ^dds " This Scripture is fulfilled. For^ unto yon firs^ 
Qqd hflvinfSi raised uf his Son Je^uSi ^^^ ^^ ^ ^^ 1^^ 
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by turning away every one of you from his iniqaities." Toa 
will see at one glance how perfectly incongruous is this pre- 
diction of Moses, and this application of it by Peter, with the 
idea that either Moses or Peter regarded the Messiah as the 
Infinite Qod. We have seen what " Moses in the law did 
write" concerning the Christ. Let us now look at the 
Prophecy of Isaiah — and in the thirteenth chapter we shall 
find the following prediction : " Behold my servant whom I 
' n^holdj n)y elect in whom my soul delightcth, I have put my 
spirit upon him ; he shall bring forth judgment to the Gen- 
tiles ; he shall not cry, nor lift up, nor cause bis voice to be 
heard in the street A bruisiad reed shall he not break, and 
the smoking flax shall he not quench ; he shall bring forth 
judgment unto truth." 

Does this language apply to the Eternal God? Could it 
be said of Him, that He was a servant upheld and chosen, 
with the Spirit put upon Him by another % Certainly not. 
If Jesus, then, were the Eternal God, this prediction of Isai- 
ah does not apply to him. But the Evangelist Matthew, in 
the twelfth chapter of his Gospel, does apply it to his Master, 
declaring ''that it might be fulfilled which was spoken by 
the Prophet Esaias," and then quoting the passage which I 
have just repeated. 

Next, turn to the sixty-first chapter of Isaiah, and you will 
find the Messiah described in the following words: ''The 
Spirit of the^ Lord God is upon me, because the Lord hath 
anointed me, to preach good tidings unto the meek. He 
hath sent me to bind up the broken hearted, to proclaim liber- 
ty to the captives, and the opening of the prison doors to them 
that are bound; to proclaim the acceptable year of the Lord." 
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H«re| I woald ask again, is this language descriptive of the So- 
preme God t Oould it be said of Him, that the Spirit of the 
Lord God was upon Him, that he was anointed by another 
to. preach, and that he was s<nt by the One God? Clearly 
not If then Jesus was the Supreme Grod, this prediction 
does not apply to him. But Jesus himself declares that it 
doti apply to him, and that it is fulfilled in him. In the 
fourth chapter of Luke, we find it recorded that he read this 
passage in the Synagogue, and immediately added, <' This 
day is this Scripture fulfilled in your ears." Jesus therefore 
represented himself not as the Supreme God, but as a subor* 
4inate agent, upon whom the Spirit was pui by the Supreme 
God, and who was anointed and sent by Him. 
. I will conclude my testimony from the prophecies, by di- 
recting your attention to the fifty-third chapter of Isaiah, 
where you will find the following prediction. " He shaU 
grow up before Him as a tender plant, and as a root out of 
a dry ground ; He hath no form nor comeliness ; and when 
we shall see him, there is no beauty that we should desire 
him. He is despised and rejected of men, a man of sorrows^ 
and acquainted with grief He was oppressed and he was 
affiictedf yet he opened not his mouth. He is brought as a 
lamb to the slaughter ; and as a sheep before her shearers, is 
dumb, so, he opened not his mouth. And he made his grave 
with the wicked, and with the rich in his death, because he 
had done no violence, neither was any deceit in his mouth." 
Does this language apply to the Supreme God? Would a 
Holy Prophet, express himself in such unqualified terms, 
of a being whom he regarded in any nature, or in any sense, 
as the Supreme God ? Would he have said of a being whom 
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ka revered as the Eternal Belf-Existent jtehdvah^tllat ^%e 
grew wp'' «' htfore' the Eternal Self-existent GbA, "Wa fte« 
der plant,— that he was a man of sorrows,— 4iiid that H'b '^^ks 
4ipprtssed nnd afflicted ?" Would he ha^e declated of a!B^ 
iBg, whom he regarded {is the'OMKifSEEcrENT, EteruiT* 
'tNoand Omnipotent Jehotah, that He ibaa hr&u^ght 9A't, 
bmhto the (Slaughter ;-Mhat tie wok dumb as a sheep ;— ^hat 
He made His grave with Uhd Wicked ? 'Oould-the Prophet 
^haire spbkeh in sQch unqualified terms of his M^ker ? I"ai|i 
Bure, you will conclude witi) nie, thai it is utterly im|>ossib{e. 
You will see^t once, that such phniseoldgy can 'only he ile- 
acriptive of an enthrely dependent, humble,' safTeting and dy- 
ing creature, 'if'ihen Jesuii is the Supreme Gbd, thisipte- 
diction does not apply to hiiti. But Philip did'apply'it to his 
master. In the eighth chapter of Acts, ^e are inforihed) 
that an Ethiopian eunuch, whibt sittrii^ in his clrariot, 
^as engaged in reading this identical ,pfophe^y« PhiUp 
joined him, and beginning at this same sbripto re, preached 
unto him Jesua The result was^ that the Ethiopian was 
converted; but converted to what? To a.belief that the 
person spoken of by the Prophet, was the ^uprbme 
Gk>d? Nothing likie it Read bis own conf^ssfon, 
« I believe that Jesus Christ is the Son of God." This 
simple confession, it seems, was all that Philip required; for 
he proceeded inmiediately to receive him into the Christian 
Church, by the usual ceremony of immersion. It a|ipearb 
thieti,th&t the Prophet predicted JeSus as a created atid entiifd- 
lydepetidaht being; that Philip expounded the prediction bs 
descriptive of. his Lord, and that the Ethiopian, by 'heariiig 
the passage so expounded, became a true Christian Convert 
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TbQ coiapJusDpQjs, jhfit, nQitbor the Prophet, nor Pfailipf nof: 
tk^ Ethippiar), un49rstood Jesua to-be ah6 Supreme God. 
Supb is the testimony of Ancient Prophecy^ and such the 
acknowledged ctpplication of it in the iNavtr Testament. 

Let U3 now advance to a notice of the express declarationa 
of, Jesus himself. And here, you will be pleased to bear in - 
mind, tl^at it was the peculiar distinction of the Jews, from 
th^ surrounding nations, that they worshipped Onb Gob« 
Of this article of their faith,^ — ^the Unity of the Deity, they ♦ 
were , strictly tenacious. They, had never read in the Old •- 
Te^t^ment Scpptures, of a thrae^foid Divinity* They had • 
no .whoTQ beien.tatight in them to adore a God existing ids 
thfee distinct persons, and bearing the three 44stinct names of > 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghost. But they had heard * it 
solemnly declared, ^' There shall be one Lord^ and his name 
one" Zebh. xvv. 9. They were ahle to enumerate no less 
tbSUTL About two thoosand pasdage&in their Scriptures, in which ^ 
the Unity of the Supreme Beir\g was clearly set forth. They - 
hadix^vcur b^en told that their Messiah was to possess two na- 
tures, in &e one of whidi he was to be the God of their &^ 
th^ra, iand in the other a finite man. 

Amongst. a people thus indoctdnslted, Jesds came, " not to 
deWcoy the law, or the Prophets^ but to fulfil." And what ' 
wore.his teachings? Did- he tell his couiitryVneh, that, 
through. the whole of the Mosaic Dispensation, up to the ' 
time, in which he addressed them, their *iiatfoti had been in ' 
Tolved in a most deplorable error, in believing that God wis 
one instead of three? Did he inform them that thfeif Prophet^ '' 
had committed a great miiitake in declaring that the name of ' 
the God oflsrael should be one? IHd he assort that He was 
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Co be tailed three in pereoD, and three in name? Listen to 
his own words, ^ And Jesus answered him, the first of all the 
eommandments, is, hear, O Israel, the Lord our God is ons 
Lord." Mark xii. 29. Did he declare that God was three, 
and that he himself, was two? Let his own words speak for 
themselves, both in regard to his own unity and that of Gcd, 
'^Ihm one who beareth witness of myself, and the Father 
beareth witness of ma" John iriii. 17. And, " This is eter«> 
nal life that they might know theb, the only tme God and 
Jesus Christ whom thou hast sent" John xvii. 3. * What 
language can be stronger than this? This last text is in a 
prayer addressed by our Lord to the Father, and it contains a 
positive assertion, that the FaTHsa only is the true God. 
This passage alone, uttered by Jesus as a prayer, a duty be* 
longing not to Almighty God, but to a dependent creature,— 
making a full distinction betwixt Gad and Jesus Christ,— de- 
daring the latter to have been sent by the only true God, and 
asserting that the Fathkr only is God. I say this passage^ 
bringing into view all these particulars, ought, by itself alone 
one would think, to settle the whole question in debate. 

But we will proceed with our enquiries. Did our Lord 
assert that he was in one nature the Supreme God ? No-— he 
never applied to himself the title of God even in its qualified 
and inferior sense. He called himself a man. He said to 
the Jews, "But now ye seek to kill me, a man that hath told 
you the truth, which I have heard of Grod/' John viiL 40. 
Did he claim for himself supreme liomage ? No-— he declar- 
ed " the true worshippers shall worship the Father." John iv. 
23. Did be pray to himself, or to aqjy part of himself? No 
—he invariably prayed to the Father alone. Did he in a 
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Angle instance teach his follovrers to address God in three 
persons, to pray to the Holy Spirit as a distinct person, or to 
pray to the Son ? No — hfe directions were, " When ye pray, 
say * Oar Father,' " &e. Did he claim to himself^ or for any 
person distinct from the Father, the Father's Infinite Great- 
ness % Lei his own words answer. " My Father is greater 
than J." John xiv. 28. And again, " My Father is greater 
than all. John x. 29. Did he represent that he possessed a 
derived existence? Let his own words reply. '<As the liv- 
ing Father hath sent me, and / live bp the Father" JoRn ▼. 
26. Again, "As. the Father hath life in Himself, so hath 
he 0iven to the Son to have life in himself." John v. 26. 
Again, " Te both know me, and ye know whence I am : and 
/ am not come of myself bat he that sent me, is true, whom 
ye know not. — But I know him ; for / am from him, and he 
hath sent me" John vii. 28, 29. Did be represent himself 
as infinitely good? Hear his own words. "Whycallest 
thou me good ? There is none good but one, that is God" 
Mark x. 18. If these words mean any thing — if our Saviour 
is hot to be accused of a most trifling levity of expression, they 
imply that his goodness was not to be spoken of in compari- 
son with the infinite goodness of God. Did he represent him- 
self as being possessed of, and governed by, an infinite 
WILL of his own ? Hear him again, *' For I came down 
from Heaven, not to do my own will, but the will of Him 
that sent me." John vi. 38. Did he speak of himself as 
Omniscient? Hear him again, '<But of that day, and that 
hour, knoweth no man ; no, not the Angels which are in 
Heaven ; neither the son ; but, the Father" Mark xiii. 
32. Did he lay claim to Omnipotence? He says, " I can of 
9 
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mine own self do nothing." John ▼. 30. Did he claim an 
underived authority? He says, '' All power t5 ^i^en unto 
me." Mat. zxviii. 18. " The Son can do nothing ofhimselfi* 
John y. 19. Did he claim an underived infinite wisdom 9 
Hear his words. "My doctrine is not mine, but His that 
sent me." John vii. 16. " The words that I speak unto you^ 
/ speak Mt of myself*^ John xiv. 10. " I io nothing of my* 
self; but as the Father hath taught me, I speak these things. 
And he that sent me is with me ; the Father hath not left 
me alone, for I do always those things that please Him " 
John viii. 28, 29. " For I have not spoken of myself but 
the Father which sent me. He gave me a commandment 
what I should say, and what I should speak. Whatsoever 
I speak, therefore, even as the Father said unto me, so I 
speak." John xii. 49, 50. ''And as the Father gave me 
commandment, even so I do." John xiv. 31. ^* I have kept 
my Father's commandments." John xv. 10. Thus you per- 
ceive in what unambiguous, positive terms, Jesus has denied 
the possession of each individual attribute of the Deity. Ton 
will recollect that there is nothing in the connexion of either 
of these passages to inform us that we are to understand Ian* 
guage uttered by our Lord differently from what we are ac- 
customed to understand it from the lips of other persona No 
instance is furnished us, in which he says, " This I say of my 
human nature only." No Prophet, no Apostle tells us that 
their Lord ever used the pronouns /, mine, me, and mine own 
self to signify only a very inferior part of himself. Yoo 
will recollect still further how guarded John in particular 
was in explaining everything of his Master's uttering, which 
left the least room for misapprehension. For example, when 
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I98U8 8sid, ^ Destroy this Temple, and in three days I will 
laiee it up," John adds as an explanation, to preyent any posr 
aible niisu&deistanding of his meaning, <' But Jesus spoke of 
the temple of his body " Again, Jesus said to hisdiscipks, 
<' Our friend Lazarus sleepeth, and I go that I may awake 
him out of sleep." John then explains — ^' Howbcit, Jesiis 
^ke of his death." And so, in quite a number of instances, 
John takes special care to preirent any misapprehension of our 
Lord's nieanlng, by inserting a qualifying or explanatory 
clause. But in no one of the great number of instances in 
which Jesns speaks of his inferiority to, and dependence on, 
the Father, does John, or any other of the Sacred Historians, 
insert a qualifying clause like the following — "But Je* 
sus spake of his human nature only." 

Reflect, still farther, upon the immense importance attri* 
buted by Trinitarians to the belief, that Jesus is God ; and 
then, with all these facts fresh in your minds, think how im* 
possible it must have been, for Jesus and his Inspired Histo- 
rians, if he and they had entertained the same views concern- 
ing it,' to send forth to the World so many, and suoh express, 
unqaiified declarations of his inferiority to the Father. How 
impossible it is, that he should have been continually throw- 
ing out expressions so thoroughly adapted to mislead men's 
minds upon a subject, where, it is insisted upon, that a mis- 
take is fruitful in consequences of infinite woe I 

You have heard the testimony of Jesus. Now, listen to 
that of his Apostles. Hear Peter, filled with the Holy Spirit 
on the day of Pentecost, exclaiming to his countrymen, " Te 
men of Israel, hear these words ; Jesus of Nazareth, a man 
ajfproved 0/ God among you, by miracjes, and wondcrs^and 
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ligBs, which God did hy kimy in the midal of yon, as ye 
yourselves also know; him, being delivered by the detenus 
Date counsel, and foreknowledge of God, ye have takes, and 
by wicked hands have cracified and slain ; vshom God hoik 
raised ifp." And again, <* This Jesus hath Gon raised up, 
whereof we are all witnesses." And again, " Therefore lei 
all the house of Israel know assuredly that God hath nadft 
that same Jesus whom ye have crucified both Lord and 
Christ" Acts, il 22, 24, 32, 36. Again, hear "^ Peter and 
the other Apostles" affirming to the Jews, " The God of our 
father raised up Jesus, whom ye slew and hanged on a treei 
Him hath God exalted to be a Prince, and a Saviour." 
Actsv. 30, 3 L Learn the devotion of Paul. "I bow my 
knees unto the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ." Eph. iii. 
U. '*! thank God through Jesus Christ." Rom.vii. 25. 
" To God ordy wise, be glory through Christ" Rom. xvi. 
27. " Thanks to God who giveth us the victory, through our 
Lord Jesus Christ" 1 Cor. xv. 57. Read his declaration in 
our text, *' For, there is one God — and one Mediator betwixt 
Qod and men, the man Christ Jesus." Read his declaration 
to the Corinthians. '* There is none other God hut one. For 
though there be that are called gods, whether in Heaven or ia 
earth ; (as there be gods many and lords many;) but to us 
there is biit one God, thb Fathrr, of Whom are all things^ 
and we in Him ; and one Lord, Jesus Christ, by whom are 
all things, and we by him.'' 1 Cor. viii. 4, 5, 6. How posi- 
tive is this passage. It asserts that there is but one God ; and 
who is this one God) a three-fold Being, — a triune God,— « 
trinity of distinct persons, consisting of Father — Son— and 
Holy Ghost? O, my brethren, how different I << There la 
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\m OMX Gkn>, the F^aker!* U ftaaerts then, tba( the Fathw 
Mify » God, and that JcAUsChriat is oar I/»rd— *i. «. Master. 
It represents God as 4be orii^oftl soarce of all things, and Je- 
Wfm Christ as the appointed agent by whom He executes his 
parposes. What Unitarian eould use language more direet** 
\j expressive of his faith % Bat again, read the address of this 
Apostle to his Epbesian brethren. "One Lord, one &ith| 
one baptism, one Gob and Father of all who is above aU^ 
and through nlly and in you a/Z." Eph. vr. 5, 6. This lao* 
giiage is too plain and full to need comment : but passing 
over a rast number of passages* of like bearing upon ihe die* 

* ** There are in the New Testament, 17 passages wherein the Fa- 
ther is styled One or only God, while there is not a single passage in 
wliich the Son is so styled. Those passages where the Father is styl- 
ed God; abtobadfij by way of eminmu and Suprtmaty, are in number 
90Or Those passagei where He is styled God, wiUi pecui^Mrliy high ti> 
ifef and efUhsU, or attributefl, are in namber 1Q5. Those passages 
wJusrein itis declared that all prayers and praises oaght to be offered to 
HIM, and that every thing ought to be ultimately directed to uishonorand 
glory, are in number 90. Passages wherein the Son is declared posi- 
tively, and by the clearest implication, to be taBORDiifATB to the Fa- 
THEK, deriving hwimngfr&m him, reemving/rom ■» hk darine powers 
midtutmg'M tM Aingt toktMy aeeordimg to ^wiil of the FiUher, are ia 
iiiiaiher«l>ove^O. Of 1300 passages in the New Testament wherein 
the word God ia mentioned, not one of them necessarily implies a pla* 
rality of persona. To which may be added about 2000 passages in 
the Old Testament, in which the Unity of God is either positively ex- 
pressed or evidently implied. Is it not almost incredible, that, in fbift 
amazing «nd endless eomreversy, nearly all the teatimooy which is dv 
rui and intelligible, ahmild appear to stand on one aide only 7 What 
a wendeMPorJong power is iafatoation, when it can drive men for- 
ward againat su«h an overwhelming superiority of evidence and rea- 
soning as may be brought in support of the unity^of God!'^ 
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Miction betwixt our Lord and God, and npoQ the infinite sa* 
premacy of the Father, I will conclude this cbaiu of testimo- 
ny, by calling your attention to Paul's description of the final 
consummation of the Messiah's Kingdom. He says, '< Then 
cbmeth the end, when he (Christ) shall have delivered up the 
Kingdom to God, even the Father ; when he shall have put 
down all role, and all authority and power; for, he must 
reign till he hath put all enemies under his feet. The last 
enemy that shall be destroyed is death. But when he saith, 
all things are put under him, it is manifest that He is excepted 
which did put all things under him. And when all things 
shall be subdued unto him, then shall the Son also himself 
be subject unto Him that put all things under him, that God 
may be all in all." 1 Cor. xv. 24-28. Upon the fece of this 
text rest several important truths. The first we shall notice, 
is, that God put all things under Christ ; which furnishes us 
with a plain proof that Christ did not originally and from all 
eternity possess his power, but that he received bis dominion 
as a gift from God — ^that he conducted the afi[airs of his King- 
dom as a subordinate agent of the divine purposes. Another 
fact worthy of observation, is, the absolute distinction which is 
drawn betwixt Christ and God You will observe that this 
is not a distinction betwixt two persons of a Triune God — ^not 
betwixt the Son and the Father, considered as distinct mem- 
bers of the Godhead, but, a complete distinction betwixt the 
Son and God, The words are not " when he shall have de- 
livered up the Kingdom to God, the Father — Son — and Ho- 
ly Ghost," but " to God even the Father." And the con- 
cluding words are, " Then shall the Son also himself be sub- 
ject unlo Him that put all things under him," not that God 
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the Father*-Son— «iid Holy Ghost, may be all in all, but that 
Qod may be all in all. Hovir could the Apostle have assert- 
ed more clearly, that the Sod was not God, thst the Son and 
God were two distinct beings % A remaining fact, meriting 
our present attention, is, that a time shall arrive, when the do- 
minion of the Son shall have come to an end, and his King- 
dom have been delivered up to God^ '* whose dominion endu* 
^reth forever.'' How could the Apostle have expressed his 
conviction that the Son was not God, in stronger terms 1 

Now, my attentive and serious audience, disarm yourselves 
of all prejudice, — ^break through the thraldom of the deep- 
rooted impressions of childhood,— -cast aside the blind-folding 
bondages of human tradition, and with minds open to convic- 
tion of the truth as it comes through His inspired messengers, 
fresh from the God of Heaven, — trace the whole tissue of an- 
cient prophecy respecting your blessed Lord, — notice his own 
unqualified declarations,— observe the manner in which his 
disciples conducted themselves towards him, (and ne where 
does it seem, as if they had the impression, that they were liv- 
ing on terms of intimacy with, or betraying, or denying, or 
forsaking the Supreme God of the Universe,) — reflect upon 
their general manner of speaking of him,— -consider, how 
Tain were the attempts of the Jews to fasten upon him the 
charge of blasphemy, — consider, that amongst all the charges 
they made against the Apostles, not one charge is recorded, 
that they represented their master as the Almighty Jehovah, 
*^race the whole history of his life, from his humble birth 
in the manger of Bethlehem, through his helpless in£sincy, 
and docile childhood beneath the guardianship of his parents, 
to his agony in the garden of Gethsemane, and his sufferings 
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and death upon the cron of Mount Calvary ;-— hear him pray-' 
nig) — Whatl the Independent God praying f — ^hear fatn 
exclaiming, " O my Father, if it he possihle, let this cup poie 
ffom me; neyertheless, not as I willy but as thou lot//."— - 
What 1 the Omnipotent God praying to Himself, that if it 
were possible. He might not be tormented and slain by His 
creatures, and exclaiming to Himself, not as I wiZZ, bvt as 
Thou wilt ? — Hear him cry out upon the Cross, in all tbo 
mehing expressiveness of forlorn anguish, << My CM, mf 
God, why hast Tl^ou forsaken mef — What t the Eternal 
Qod demanding of Himself, why He had forsaken Himself? 
— And, finally, after his resurrecticfh, hear him instructing 
Mary in this language, '^ Qo to my bretkrtn, and say ualo 
them, I ascend unto my Father, and your Father, and to my 
Qod and yawr GodJ^ — I say, notice, — reflect upon, — consid* 
er all this, and then tell me, if you am still beliere that your 
blessed Saviour ever designed to be regarded as the Supreme 
God ? We certainly cannot so believe. To us, the Law 
and the Prophets, Jesus and the Apostles, all speak a difSsreOL 
language. On this subject, we hare not one lingering dodbt 
To our eyes the ray of the noon-day smi is no clearer, than 
that the Father only is the True God. It is from no school 
of mere human philosophy, that we have drawn our opinions. 
Much as we respect Reason, she is not of herself our reii- 
gious guide. We look to Jesus Christ as *^ the author and 
finisher of our faith:" and we cannot read his plain and oft- 
repeated declarations, without feeling that our meek and low- 
ly master, would be as deeply shocked as we are, to witness 
the homage due only to the Eternal God oi Heaven, paid to 
his created and dependent Son. 
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We are fiiily sensible that in these remarks, we arc strik* 
ing at the root of long and deeply planted prejudices. We 
know, that we are touching a chord in the sentiments of a 
large portion of the Christian community, which will awaken 
against us yibrations of the harshest human reproach. We 
feel that we have neither temporal nor eternal interest to em- 
brace and propagate our peculiar vieu s, if they are errors. 
As it regards eternity, the salvation of our souls is of as deep 
moment to us, as that of theirs, is, to our Trinitarian brethren. 
And as it relates to this world, we court not the frowns and 
persecutions of a numerous and powerful and zealous party. 
We have no mad love to face the winds of public clamor. 
We have no thirst to breast the noisy and foaming torrent of 
sectarian intolerance. We desire not to be denounced as 
infidels — as the worst enemies to our dear and venerated Lord« 
If we could reconcile it to our consciences, we would much 
rather be fenned by the breath, and blown forward by the 
breeze of general favor, and float in prosperous tranquility 
along the current of prevailing opinions. But, with the Bible 
in our hands, we cannot, we dare not give our assent to doc- 
trines, whichy in our view, serve to uproot the firmest founda* 
tions, — to destroy the whole consistency, — \o mar the whole 
beauty, — to blight the whole spirit, — and to wither the best 
energies of our blessed religion. We cannot, we dare not 
sacrifice what we solemnly esteem our duty to our own souls, 
to the souls of our fellow men, to our immaculate Saviour, 
and to our God, upon the detestable shrine of a time-serving 
policy. We will not '^fiiU down in worship" of the breath 
of the muliUude^'^-cf the mere traditionary echoes of human 
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Uacbings. We say vrith the Apostles, '' We ought lo obey 
God rather than men.'* Bot, I bare closed my argument. 

I hare urged against '^ the doctrine that Jems Christy a$ 
Mediatory possesses two natures^ ike Divine and Hnmaaty in 
mysterious^ yet all harmonious union^^* these several objections 
that it invoUes an absurdity ; that it is no where stated in the 
Sacred Volume, but is a mere assumption,-— a mere supposi* 
tion of uninspired men ; that it is an unnecessary assumption ; 
that it is subversive of our belief in the unity of God ; that 
it implicates the honesty of our Saviour, — involves his plain- 
est teachings in embarrassment and confusion, — and gives to 
his example a licentious moral influence ; — and, finally, that 
it is utterly at war with the plainest and most possitive decla* 
rations, and with the unembarrassed and current testimony of 
the Sacred Scriptures. 

Such is an outline of the train of remark to which you 
have 80 patiently and earnestly listened. If all of these ob- 
jections are valid, or if either of them is so, the doctrine in 
question must &11 to the ground, and be committed to its 
place amongst the other corruptions, which in the lapse of 
ages, have, from various sources, crept into the Christian 
Church, and, which, if not already exploded, are rapidly &d- 
ingfrom common re^)ect. The whole sul^ect is left to your » 
honest, &ithful and prayerful consideration. 

The preceding remarks have gone to uphold a doctrine 
which, calumniated as it now is, we fully believe to have 
constituted the faith of the primitive Christians. For a vasi 
period it has been pressed down by the strong arm of civil 
power. Its advocates have often been called upon to teat 
their sincerity, at the sacrifice of their property, their reputa- 
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tioD) and their lives.* It still meets with a formidabte 
opposition in the deeply rooted prejudices of early education, 
in the pride of human opinion, and in the rancorous spirit 
of old and wealthy and influential and ambitious sects. Still, 
its prospects are at this day vastly more encouraging than 
they have been at any former period since the fourth century. 
And in the increasing prevalence of liberal habits of discus- 
sion upon subjects in general, and in the advancing spread of 

* In the foarth centurj, Arius, that distingaisbed luminarj of the 
ancient churcb, was banished for his rejection of the Trinity ; his 
writings *' were condemned to the flames, and capital punishment was 
denounced against those in whose possession they should be found :" 
and, filially, he is supposed to have been poisoned to death by hia 
inveterate Trinitarian enemies. In the sixteenth century, Tyscovici- 
Otts, a wealthy Polish merchant, and a zealous advocate of Unitarian* 
ism, was sentenced, for refusing to swear in the name of the Triune 
God, *' to have his tongue pierced for his alledged blasphemy ; to have 
his hands and feet cut off: then to be behciaded, and last of all to have 
his body burned at the stake." " This sentence was," at the instigation 
of zealous Trinitarians, ** executed in all its horrible circumstances, at 
Warsaw." 

Among many other instances, of the most bitter persecution against 
Unitarians, we have only room to call the reader's attention to the 
dreadful fate of that renowned physician, and general scholar, Michael 
Servetus. At the instigation of the infuriated John Calvin, this 
amiable and pious man, was, for the enormous crime of avowing 
Unitarianism, httrtU to dsaththy a slow fire of green wood!! This 
eatastrophy occurred at Geneva in 1553. In allusion to this horrid 
circumstance, which must cover the character of Calvin with perpet- 
ual infamy, a polished writer very appropriately exclaims, '' How 
little was Christianity understood at the era of the reformation! Why 
are men willing to suppose, that the reformers saw ott ImCA, when 
they were so ignorant of the ifirit of the Gospel f " 
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iateliectiial and moral light, aided by the Divine blessing, we 
place a strong reliance for its future prosperity. We hope 
that the day may not be far distant, when it shall again form . 
the general &ith of Christendom. 

The doctrine which I have opposed, I regard as a gross 
corruption, that, after the first century, in an age of great 
mysticism amd darkness, by slow and almost imperceptible 
advances, crept from the schools of Egyptian and Platonic 
philosophy, into the bosom of the Christian Church. There 
it was fed and pampered by the spirit of times, when " igno- 
rance" was styled the " mother of devotion'' — when a "fraud" 
for religion was called '^ pious" — when a lie for orthodoxy 
was denominated a virtue. ^It has feUened and grown into a 
pompous bulk, and though the sting of death has been taken 
from it by the knife of a wise legislation, yet, even, in our 
own free country, it still coils itself into formidable attitudes 
of resistance, and breathes a denouncing hiss^ but too effectual 
in alarm to many of the friends of truth. That this doctrine 
has had many able and pious supporters ; — ^that it has been, 
and is now, a prevailing fiith in the Christian world, we ad- 
mit. And on these grounds, it has just as many claims to 
our respect, as have had a multitude of errors now discarded 
by every sect of Protestants. The Infallibility of the Church, 
Absolution by a Priest, Transubstanliation, aud other tenets 
trampled upon by the reformation, were for centuries ac* 
knowledged as the " orthoioxif^ of Christendom. And even 
opinions which our ^' evangelieoF^ brethren, a few years ago^ 
regarded as main pillars in their " platform," are now within 
the pales of their own Churches^ rapidly sinking from belief, 
and mingling with the rubbish of ^' unesserUiaC^ and wom- 
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tot itftf mptiXiA6li,'' and '<<Pft8»ie lUjehersftiori," MI 
^¥«ik df '^ Infiftic DatfliiMin." Whnk, theffr, we trtisi!, we kt^ 
M ^niH^ te '« dkaoit i?eiiit)ect for ttfe bpMibiis of otir Mttii 
wM toetbi'faa, wci eoMess onriselves not of (hat nutnber Wlio 
Vftieif^fe t^iroY dk itccdtiU of its iig«, hbt Who I'ecagnize «aky 
olS^tionos, either In rehtioA ito doctrine or practice, Co *^ fol« 
km ihe mtatitude to do eiil.'' 

Upon k tafidid review of oar discourse, you will discover 
dje elevated tan^ Whkli We ateribe to Jesus, and the stopen- 
doOs aatbddt'y witll which, Mpoa our view, his religon is in* 
vested. It is trtie we call him a man — for slo Isaiah called 
bim— H90 PeMflT and Paul called him — and so he called him* 
sil£ But, Wiy hearsra^ our blessed Lord is neither to be ele* 
Tttied ttor degraded by a iMt^ title. And a man endued by 
tha Creator with itttellactual and moral powers beyond those 
of even ihekighBst 6{ bthelr ereated intelligences, is, surely, 
he confem^ptible, no degraded ob^l Into the secrets of his 
being we hav'e no occfasiOn— perhaps it is impious curiosity 
-^to aUempt minutely to penetrate. But we receive him for 
all that We aki learn^ he ever claimed to be. We receive 
hibi as ^' a greater than Jonas," — ^ a greater than Solomon," 
— «aa ene ^' kade better than the Angels,'* — as him, who, of 
all the children of th!e Universal Father, peculiarly merits the 
tiiOe of <4he ISikk of God.'^ Although a man, his spiritual 
niliire Tiras oif tbte loflSett created mould — the noblest work of 
the h^iid of God. BeiJuring a special commission from the 
Eternal One, and covered wkh the holiest mantldof inspira* 
tion, he c^itte to Eatthf as a Miailter of Heaven. He reiich* 
ed ius hand np to the sky, and opened the cloud that veiled 
W 
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the truth and purpose of Jehovah, and brought them down 
and displayed them to men. He reared the bulwarks of a 
pure religion in the midst of the strongest empire of moral 
corruption and darkness. He planted the standard of his 
cross on the very borders of Hell, and caused its banner, 
stained with his own blood, and spangled with the stars of the 
Spiritual Heavens, flapping above the ruins of ancient sys- 
tems, to wave in permanent triumph over the Nations. He 
laid the corner stone, and raised the walls of a spiritual tem- 
ple, for the perpetual worship of an immortal Universe. He 
inscribed its altar to the only true God and Father of all. 
He placed within it the consecrated lamp of truth, lighted by 
the rays which stream from the Sun of infinite mercy, and re- 
vealing with its splendor the duties of Earth, and the blessed- 
ness of Heaven. He moved familiarly among men, demol- 
ishing the pompous errors of earth-born philosophy, as the 
foot of the giant crushes the sandy structures of the mole-hill, 
«*8tripping the glittering drapery from the hideous form of 
fiushionable vice, — and disclosing the heaven-bom dignity of 
lowly virtue — exhibiting in the face of men's &lse views of 
honor, the moral cowardice of revenge, and the bravery of 
meekness, — the nobleness of humility and the baseness of 
pride. He hung upon the Cross, to furnish blood, in which 
to write for mankind the solemn leason, that even life itself 
it to be sacrificed for the public good-— for conscience — and 
for Qoi. He descended into the lonely tomb, and rose 
again as a pledge for the immortality of a World. And hay- 
ing finished the work which God gave him to do on Earth, 
he ascended to his Father and our Father — to his God and 
our God. Bat he still reigns by the sway of his spiritual in- 
tMlua— and he muat reign till all enemies are put under 
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bui feet,-^U death is destroyed, aodswallowed up in victory, 
^^ And when all things are subdaed unto him" — when all the 
purposes for which his peculiar dominion was established, 
are completely fulfilled, then shall he lesigii his mediatorial 
Crown, and surrender up his. Kingdom to God, even the Fa- 
ther — and as the elder brother and unchanging friend of a 
redeemed World, " be subject unto Him that put all things 
under him, that G-od may be all in alL" Thus, the bright 
and morning star of redeeming grace shall gradually fade 
from view, and be lost in the efiulgent day of universal and 
unending love. 

Such is a faint picture of our exalted views of the nature, 
dignity and reign of Jesus Christ, the most wonderful being 
that ever appeared on this Globe — the highest agent of Al- 
mighty God — ^the chief hope of a fallen World. We receive 
him as an all-sufficient Mediator between God and men — we 
rely upon him as a faithful intercessor — ^we trust in him as 
the Saviour of the World — in his name only do we suppli- 
cate the Father — through him alone do we hope for salva- 
tion. ' 

The evidences of the Divinity of his mission are placed 
upon foundations too deep to be undermined. The best minds 
that have ever graced the earth, have received Jesus as " the 
Son of Gkkl." Locke whose eagle eye penetrated the deepest 
recesses of investigation, and traced the most intricate wind- 
ings of the understanding,— -Locke was not too philosophical 
to be a Christian. Milton, whose genius walked in awful 
splendor through the Courts of Heaven, and gkred in horri- 
ble magnificence amidst caverns and torches of helI,-»Milto% 
whose name is covered with a lustre that the rust of ages idiaU 
fiui to obscure,— Milton was not too elevated in his concep- 



y Google 



ti«Ky torftil Id Ywetvfee b6fimibe«N|iM«r >iite caiHit 
Newtoo, whose gfifuitie luteliM eooM Mie A« toMegf tMit* 
dements af natarety-^tiiiMick h«r tow^A df 1^ ^ ilie sl^^ 
and stftnd M dignified coinpcMdre, hMsig ifbrosl <mttie Uiri- 
yeirse from piles of thdtigbt, St Whose leiiifal h«%lM, ordtiiir|r 
minds grow dizzy m gating,<^NewCOn, from the proiidestiAdft* 
mit of science and of fiime^ with aHhi^migfhty powers^ ho^tf 
hk bomility at the foot of the Cross, f speak not 6f these, lb V 
Christianity needed the support of great ttames,ti^ yet as if 
great names alone proved any doetrine t6 be true. I know 
that some of the brightest flowers of human genius have ehlOEh 
tered and bloomed around error, and withefred on the crumb- 
ling walls of systems now in ruioa 

I appeal, then, not to great tames, us if Christianity was 
dependent on such support ; but I qteak of them, to show thfll 
no one need blush to avow his&rth in the GkMftpei, and to estt* 
tion you against ligfady rejecting it as felse. As a ChrlsUaai 
too, I rqoice to find sympathy in minds so bright and pufe 
as those of Milton and Locke and Newton; <ind especialfy 
,as a Unitarian Christian, I confess that I feel, if possible, Wf 
confidence strengthened, vrhm 1 know, that Mttton and 
Locke and Newton were in opporition to &11 the pi^ddlces 
of their country and times, thorough investigatoVB and opietti 
d^mders of Unitarian Christianity. Bi^ my brethi^, with* 
out reljring iqpon any mere human authority, let us, each one - 
&r himself) carefliUy seaith^ for the truth-^'^ prove all things, 
and faold&at that wimfa is good.'' May we hhvn that Mth 
wfakh purifias the hear^ idili overeomes the world; and bt 
UBBSteem itas tin best tedteooy of honor we van render on 
eWted Redeemer, to bitetbe lis soiinaUe spkil^ and copy his 
apk. 
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